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will be. The elimination of the increase in the duty on wool will operate
gimilarly. :

The proposal to increase the duty on sugar from $1.76 a hundred to
$2.40 a hundred, in the face of the report of the Tariff Commission
that $1.26 a hundred represents the difference in the cost of production
here and in Cuba, has provoked stubborn resistance throughout the
country and will give rise to equally vigorous opposition on the fioor,
Much will be made of the claim, apparently sustained by its report, that
the Great Western Sugar Co., producing 58 per cent of our beet sugar,
hag been earning 40 per cent on its common stock, a claim that is met
by the somewhat irrelevant assertion that that amounts to but T per
cent on its assets, If the sugar ralse should not be sustained the
phalanx may be irretrievably broken through the combined efforts of the
Democrats and the progressive Republicans, who bave almost to a man
indicated a purpose fo fight the bill in so many of its features as to
presage its defeat, It is significant that manganese, like all those men-
tioned us having fallen into disfavor, a western product, is not to have
even the modicum of protection afforded it by the House bill should the
Finanee Committee's recommendation be adopted. It is understood that
the progressive Republicans have already effected an organization radi-
cally Lo modify, and, if that be impossible, to beat the bill. They will
be aided by a large section of the independent press of the country.
The attitude and effective work of the Minneapolis Tribune has been
adverted to. The Milwaukee Journal says concerning it: * Under the
pione fraud of opening up the tariff for the relief of the farmer manu-
facturers have come in and demanded an increase in governmental sub-
gldy above the present tariff, which is and has been scandal.”

The Chicago Tribune hag the following: " It is becoming increasingly
apparent that if the door is opened to a revision of the tariff on manu-
factured goods there will be no closing of the door until scores of items
which are in no real need of protection are given it."

The Cleveland Pain Dealer says it “ regards the Hawley bill as the
worst and most indefensible tariff proposal ever offered for the serious
consideration of Congress. Its major purpose, it will be recalled,” con-
tinues this journal, *was to ald the farmer. The testimony of those
who have studied its relation to the farmer is practically unanimous in
the opinion that it will take a great deal more out of the farmer's
pocket than it will put in.”

From the (olumbus Dispatch: ““the Hawley bill more than neutral-
fzes its farm increases by heavy inereases on many articles of which
the farmers are buyers, not producers and sellers. The bill is the
most striking example of tariff-boosting greed In all tariff history.”

The Kansas City Star: * Under the guise of agricultural relief the
Hawley bill, as passed by the House, is really a bill for the benefit of
the manufacturing interests.”

Even the Boston Transecript iz moved to say, “ The farmer is being
bunked on the tariff,”

It ought by tnis time to be universally recognized throughout the
farming sections of the country that the struggle over farm relief in
any form is one between the industrial interests, on the one hand,
intent on getting cheap food and raw material, and the agricultural
intercsts on the other, seeking to secure a fair price for their products—
considering the handicaps under which they operate through govern-
mental favor to the rival interests.

This was made manifest in the determined and suceessful opposition
of Senators from the industrial States to the Mc¢Nary-Haugen bill and
to the debenture plan. Both of these forms of farm relief would have
elevated materially the prices of farm products, and consequently the
cost of food to the laborers in industry, to be followed by a demand
for higher wages. The agricultural marketing act, on which such
buoyant hopes are based, was conceded because it will not increase the
cost of farm products to the consumer. He will pay no more, but the
producer will get a slight advance through the elimination of the profit
of the middleman, So in tariff legislation. The farmers can get any
kind of tariff they ask for on commodities we export, and duties are
conceded to still clamor and pass tariff bills of incaleulable benefit to
manufacturers on some agricultural products—the net walue of which
is inconseguential. Senator Mosgs, of New Hampshire, with his usual
impulsive eandor, spilled the beans when be said: “ Growing resent-
ment is felt throughout the east over what is understood to be the
committee's action —in boosting the duties on agricultural products—
on the things we have to buy and eat, and taking the duties off those
things we must sell in order to buy things to eat.”

The question before us is not one of the wisdom of the policy of
protection. That polley is expressed in the law now In foree, and there
is no indieation of any purpose on the part of the country to abandon it.

The serious problem before us is as to whether it wounld be wise
further to burden agriculture as is proposed in the Hawley bill, even
though some branches of agriculture may profit to a limited extent by
its operation should it become a law, and specifically as the question is
presented to the people of the Northwest whether an additional handi-
cap should be placed upon the raisers of grain, concededly most embar-
rassed at present, and who get no bepefit whatever from the tariff or
none of any particular consequence, I repeat that to concede the gen-
eral advance in tariff rates the Hawley bill will carry, shounld it pass,
to secure the duties asked for on agricultural products is, in the light
of Indisputable facts, the height of unwisdom. M sau never sold his
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birthright for a sorrier mess of pottage. But when the consequences in
respect to the future of the St, Lawrence route to the sea are com-
sidered, it is little less than treason to the great Northwest to promote
the passage of that measure,

RECESS

Mr. WATSON. As in legislative session, I move that the

" Senate take a recess until to-morrow at 12 o'clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 o’clock and 15 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday,
September 12, 1929, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Ezeoutive nominations confirmed by the Senaie September 11
(legislative day of September 9), 1929

AMBASSADOR EIXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
John W. Garrett, to Italy.
Envoys EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY

Garrit John Diekema, to the Netherlands.
George T. Summerlin, to Venezuela.

Goverxor oF Porto Rico
Theodore Roosevelt.

SENATE

Taursvay, September 12, 1929
(Legistative day of Monday, September 9, 1929)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quoruni,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators.
answered to their names:

Allen George Kin Sheppard
Ashurst Gillett La ﬁollette Sbog?ﬂdge
Barkley Glass McKellar Simmons
Bingham Glenn McMaster Smoot

Black Goft McNa Bteck

Blaine Goldsborongh Meteal Steiwer
Borah Gould Moses Swanson
Brock Greene Norris Thonoras, Idaho
Brookhart Hale Nye Thomas, Okla,
Broussard Harris Overman Townsend
Capper Harrison Patterson Trammell
Cennally Hastings Fhipps Tydings
Couzens Hatfield Pine Vandenberg
Dale Hawes Pittman Wagner
Deneen Hayden Ransdell Walcott

Dill Hetlin Reed Walsh, Mass.
Bdge Howel] Robinson, Ark. Walsh, Mont.
Fess Jones Robinson, Ind, Warren
Fletcher Kean Sackett Waterman
Frazier Keyes _Schall Watson

Mr. McMASTER. My colleague the senior Senator from |
South Dakota [Mr. NorBeck] is unavoidably absent. I ask:
that this announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr. Bug-.
ToN] is detained from the Senate on account of illness, I re-
quest that the announcement may stand for the day,

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr, StepHENS] is necessarily detained from the
Senate by illness in his family. I will let this announcement
stand for the day.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Smira] is necessarily detained from the
Senate by illness in his family, I will let this announcement
stand for the day.

I also wish to announce that the Senator from Sonth Caro-
lina [Mr. BrLEasg] is necessarily detained from the Senate on
important business in his State.

I further announce that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Kenprick] is necessarily detained from the Senate on important
business in his State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty Senators have answered fo
their names. A quorum is present.

COMMITTEE SERVICE

On motion of Mr. Ropinson of Arkansas, and by unanimous
consent, it was

Ordercd, That Mr, Brock be assigned fo service on the following com-
mittees : Commerce, Banking and Corrency, Claims, and Military
Affairs.

OUTBAGES UPON JEWS IN PALESTINE

Mr, VANDENBERG presented a resolution adopted at a meet-
ing of citizens at Grand Rapids, Mich., protesting against the
recent outrages perpetrated upon the Jews in Palestine, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
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BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JONES:

A Dbill (8. 1671) for the relief of Stillwell Bros. (Inc.); to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana:

A bill (8. 1672) granting an increase of pension to Lydia H.
White (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr, SHORTRIDGE

A bill (8. 1673) for the relief of Walter W. Newcomer ; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma:

A bill (8. 1674) for the relief of Jacob Ambcrg (with accom-
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 1675) granting an increase of pension to Mary L,
Petigrew (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1676) granting an inerease of pension to Jacob
Amberg (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1677) granting an increase of pension to Mary C.
McKeever (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1678) granting a pension to John H. Cantlon (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1679) granting a pension to Lanra B, Todd (with
aceompanying papers) :

A bill (8, 1680) granfing a pension to Maybelle G.
(with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8, 1881) granting a pension to George W. Denton
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McNARY :

A bill (8. 1682) for the relief of Ray Eugene Reierson; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. HALE:

A bill (8. 1683) for the relief of John Heffron; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 1684) granting an increase of pension to Abigill 8
Renick (with accompanying papers); to the Commitiee on
I'ensions.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A bill (8. 1685) to safeguard the life and health of children
in the Distriet of Columbia; to the Commiftee on the District
of Columbia,

Dunn

CHANGES TN NATURALIZATION TAW

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, upon the re-
quest of several constituents, I recently prepared a brief state-
ment setting forth and explaining as conclsely as possible the
recent amendments to the naturalization law which became effee-
tive July 1 of this year.

In view of the general interest in the naturalization laws
and the difficulty in understanding the provisions because of
the technical language used 1 request that this statement be
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the statement was referred to the
Committee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows: 5

Kirat. The fee for the issuance of a declaration of intention (frst
papers) has been increased from $1 to $5.

The fee for filing a petition for naturalization has been Increased from
$4 to §10,

In all eases where a certificate of arrival is required a fee of §5 is
charged for the issuance of sald certificate, whether it iz issued for a
declaration or a petition.

Where a certificate of arrival is obtained prior to the flling of the
declaration of intention, it ean be used as the bagis for filing a petition
for naturalization at such time as the declarant is in a position to com-
plete his natuoralization.

Second. All aliens who arrived before June 8, 1921, who ean not defl-
nitely prove the exact time and manner of arrival, or aliens who came
to this country without the payment of the so-called head tax before
July 8, 1921, will be able to have their legal residence established by
the payment of a $20 fee. Applications to establish residence should
be made with the nearest Immigration office. The establishment of &
legal regidence s an absolute prerequisite to final citizenahip.

Third. One year's residence in the State Immediately preceding the
filing of a petition for naturalization was repealed, and six months’
residence in the county has been gubstituted,

Fourth. On and after July 1 no declarations of intentlon (first pape.r)
ean be made regardless of the date of arrival of the applicant in the
United States until a certificate showing his arrival in the United
States for permanent residenee has been furnished. Heretofore this
procedure was practiced only in the eases of those who arrived after
June 3, 1921, by department regulation,
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Fifth. In submitting applications for declarations of Intention or pe-
titions for naturalization it s nccessary that two full-faced photo-
graphs of the applicant 2% inches by 214 inches be furnished. Such
photographs must be unmounted, printed on thin paper, have a light
background, clearly show a full front view of the features of the appli-
cant without hat, and must have Dleen taken within 30 days of
Snapshot, group, or fulllength por-
traits will not be accepted. Each copy of the photograph furnished
must be signed by the applicant fn such manner as not to obscure the
features.

Bixth, Copies of lost, destroyed, or mutilated declarations of intention
or certificates of naturallzation can be issued by the Commissioner of
Naturalization only. The fee for the issuance of these copies is $10.

Seventh. An entirely pew feature of the naturalization law is the
issuance of what are called certificates of derivative citizenship. Any
married woman who claims citizenship through her husband, or any
child over the age of 21 years, who claims citizenship through a parent,
may, upon the payment of §15 (§5 for the issuance of a cerilficate of
arrival and §10 fee for the issuance of the certificate of derivative citi-
zenghip), make application for one of these certificates, and upon satis-
factory proof that the ecitizenship was so derived a cerlificate will
issue,

Eighth, Heretofore depositions necessary to prove residence outside
of the State In which the petition was filed were taken by notaries public
for a fee, which was usually $5. Hereafter all depositions will be
taken by naturalization examiners without charge.

ORLAITOMA SOLDIERS RURIED TN EUROPE

[Mr, PINE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorn a list of the names of soldiers from Oklahoma now
buricd in Europe. The list referred to was printed in fhe
Recorp of June 19, 1029, page 3282.]

TIE SHEARER CASE

Mr. MoKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp an open letter from Richard Wash-
burn Child relative to the Shearer case, published in to-day's
Washington Post. I ask that the letter may be referred to the
Committee on Naval Affairs,

There being no objection, the letier was referred to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs and was ordered to be printed in the
Reconn, as follows:

[From the Washington I'ost, Thursday, Scptember 12, 1929]

PACIFIST LOBBIES

{Open letter from Richard Washburn Child, former ambasaador to Italy,
1o Senntor Borair)

My Dsag SENATOR : The investigation of the Shearer case ought to be
undertiken by the Foreign Relations Committee, of which you are chair-
man. It should be sweeping, i. e, should include not only the ship-
building ecompanies and their activities which have sghocked the Presi-
dent but should extend also to lobbles carried on by employees of church
organizaitions and of fanatic pacifist machines which do not make plain
the sources of their funds or prove their freedom from relationship
with radieal alien internationals eor with foreign-inspired propaganda
intended to keep the United States in yarious states of coma in its
varions relations and defenses,

As between a lobby in favor of shipbuilding eompanies aml one car-
ried on indirectly by some foreign power againgt the npbullding of our
merchant marine I gee no moral difference and condemn each, But we
both know that shipbuilding facilities necessary for our defense are
becoming depleted and that our merchant marine Is not only necessary
to our commerce but figures far more importantly in our national defense
than is commonly realized, This must be valued correctly, no matter
how high is our official purpose to reduce armaiment.

We were drawn neatly, by propaganda-publicity methods, in the Wash-
ington Disarmament Conference into a pogition where material parity
was sacrificed for the gesture of plety.

Colonel MeNutt, of the American Legion, wrote a letter to the I'resi-
dent this summer, but failed to point out the fundamentals of arms
reduetions.

The American people to-day are utterly hoodwinked by the published
diseunssions about arms reduction and naval parity with Great Britain.

Cruisers and tonnage hold the public’s attention; so does the very
remote possibility of war between Great Britain and the United States.

But yardsticks on eruisers and other ships do not create sea-power
parity or even measure it. Elements of even greater importance are the
strength and number of naval bases, the length of enlistment in the
armed forces, and the nomber of tons of merchant marine, which can by
qulck conversion carry hitting gun power at a speed sufficicutly high to
interrupt commerce. To-day there is not even an approach to naval
parity. Our naval defense, including all its factors, is hopelessly second
or third class. In case of emergency it takes not a season, but years, to
build this sea power.
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Private citizens can not disclose even if they have access to infor-
mation as to present negotiations with Great Britain. They may join
with the President and you in eager efforts toward agreement for
reduction of arms, but in this endeavor, if they wish to protect America,
it is absurd to call them *“ big Navy men.”

It takes those who have been initiated into the practical side of diplo-
macy to understand that the likelihood of war between Great Britain
and the United States is remote indeed compared with the possibility
of controversy as to our claim to the right to trade with nations with
whieh Great Britain might be at war. The real stake in the game is
our right to be free from alien dictation limiting our free commerce.
That dictation could not take place if we malntain the power of naval
parity to veto dictation. To a certain extent such dictation might be
averted by solemn agreement made now with Great Britaln for frecdom
of the seas,

Our only card to play in asking for such an agreement is our present
resource to build ships. Once any naval reduction agreement is signed
in advance of this, we have thrown our only card overboard., If that is
to be our course, we will be scandalously improvident, and any good
American will know that his country has been sold again,

Sinister influences are bad enough when they are American but even
worse when alien propaganda concealed in pious garb caresses into a
fool's slumber,

Sincerely yours,
RICHARD WASHBURN CHILD.

ORGANIZATION OF INVESTMENT TRUSTS

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp an article from the Washington
Post of to-day in regard to the organization of a $100.000,000
trust firm in New York and a $65,000,000 trust firm in Chicago.
I make the request, as at a later time I shall address the S@nate
on the subject.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Thursday, September 12, 1929]

ONXE HUNDRED MILLION DOLLAR TRUST FIRM IS ORGANIZED—RELIANCE IN-
TERNATIONAL CORPORATION IS FORMED AT NEW YORKE—OFFICERS ARE
SELECTED
NEW YoRE, September 11 (A. P.).—Plans for another large investment

trust, which is to have a fund of more than $100,000,000 at its dis-

posal, were announced to-day.

The new company 18 to be called the Reliance International Cor-
poration and has been organized as a subsidiary of Rellance Manage-
ment Corporation. It will operate internationally, thereby supplementing
the activities of its parent concern,

Directors of the corporation will Include Matthew C. Brush, president
of American International Corporation; Harry A, Arthur, vice president
of the same company; Ambrose Benkert, vice president of Ames,
Emerich & Co.; Marshall Forrest, vice president of Ames, Emerich;
Matthew 8. Sloan, president of the New York Edison Co.; Charles F.
Hazlewood, of Estabrook & Co.; David Friday, economist, and Morton
H. Fry, president of Rellance Management Corporation.

CHI1CAGO, September 11 (A, P.).—Organization of a $65,000,000 invest-
ment trust by the Continental Illinois Bank & Trust Co. was announced
to-day by Arthur Reynolds, chairman of the board,

Stock of the new corporation, to be known as the Continental
Chicago Corporation, will be placed on the market within the next few
days. It will be sold in units consisting of one share of common and
one share of preferred, at $68.50 per unit.

The initial Issues will consist of 1,750,000 shares of common stock
of no par value and 750,000 shares of preferred stock with a dividend
rate of $3. One million shares of the common stock will be taken and
paid for by the Continental Illinois Co., and the remainder will be
offered on the open market. Application already has been made to
list the stock on the Chicago Stock Exchange,

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES

Sundry messages in writing were communicated to the Sen-
ate from the President of the United States by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries.

REVISION OF THE TARIFF

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 26067) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the industries
of the United States, to protect American labor, and for other
purposes

Mr., CAPPER Mr, President, I have here a statement from
Chester H. Gray, of the American Farm Bureau Federation,
giving a comparison of the rates on agricultural products and
the rates on industrial products in the act of 1922 and in the
pending bill, as reported in support of the demand of the farm
organizations for tariff duties on agricultural products as op-
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posed to duties on industrial products. I would like to have it
printed in the Recorp if I may have unanimous consent to do so.

There being no objection, the statement was referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, D. C., September 12, 1929,
To the Members of the Senate:

To farmers two big questions stand out prominently relative to tariff
adjustment such as the Senate Is now engaged upon:

First. Are farm products being adequately protected so that the
American farmer can hold the domestic market (which has been
promised him) against his foreign competition?

Second. Is agriculture as a whole being placed at the same height
of protection which industry enjoys, by eliminating the spread which
heretofore has existed between agricultural and industrial rates?

The answer of organized agriculture to the first question is contained
in a joint letter of September 8 which all Members of the Senate have
received, and which was signed by representatives of 12 farm organiza-
tions. In this letter a list of commodities was enumerated npon which
rates higher than are contained in the Senate bill are requested without,
however, prejudicing many other farm commodities which space did not
permit mentioning. Your attention now is directed to the second ques-
tion above stated, namely, the relationship or spread of protection be-
tween agriculture and industry. The American farmer has concluded,
and his organizations maintain, that agriculture ean not be fully pro-
tected and stand on a basis of economie equality with industry until
rates of duty on farm products are equal to those on industrial products.

To ascertain the average ad valorem rates on agriculture and indus-
try, there must first be a segregation of products. The American Farm
Burean Federation defines an agricultural produet, in tariff matters, as
being one upon which the farmer is the prime beneficiary of a rate of
duty. An Industrial product is one upon which a processor is the prime
beneficiary of a rate of duty. With these definitions in mind all sched-
uleg in the tariff act of 1922 and in the Senate bill have been examined
so that a segregation of agrieultural and Industrial products could be
made., (See Exhibit 1.)

TapLe I.—Comparison of rates on agricultural products imn act of 1922
and in Senate bill

Average rate of
duty converted
Estimated to an ad
Total Total duties valorem basis
Schednle numbers and value of duties un
description imports collected Finance

19281 19281 Cominittes Finance

bill 1 1922 | Com-

act | mittee

bill

Per cent| Per cend
$100, 638 £34, 033 4.05 1.40
vi 1,085,852 | 1,675,738 827 13.37
VI, Tobacco 58, 46,027 | 37,177,987 | 37,177,987 | 63.07 63.07
VIL. General agriculture___. .. 153, 471, 626 | 34, 283, 662 | 50,200,021 | 22.34 | 32.77
X, I-‘lsx hemp, jute 1 391, 7 1143
42, 42.80
10.00
.47
32.60

1 Qompiled from data of U. 8. Tariff Commission.

A segregation of agricultural products in all the schedules shows that
the simple average of the rates of duty has been increased in the Senate
bill as compared to the act of 1922, 2.86 points; by a welghted average
the rates of duty show an Increase in the bill over the act of 4.26
points. (See Exhibit 2.)

In a similar way all industrial products in all the schedules of the
Benate bill and of the act of 1922 have been segregated in order to see
what general increases have been made.

TaBLE II.—Comparison of raies on industrial products in act of 1922
and in Senate bill

Average rate of
duty converted
Estimated to an ad
Total Total duties valorem basis
Behedule numbers and valae of duties under
description imports | collected | Finance
19281 19281 Committee, Finance
bill 1 1922 | Com-
act | mittee
bill
Per cent| Per cent
I. Chemieals_ . , 418, 522 [$27, 086, 466 167,754 | 20.35| 29.83
II. Earths, etc. --| 56,891,083 |25, 802,163 | 30,207,862 | 45.35 53.26
I - Metals .- == 118, 277, 283 | 40, 004, 765 | 34,001,903 | 33.82 29. 51

1Compiled from data of U, 8. Tariff Commission.
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TipLe IL—Comparison of rates on industrial products in act of 1922

and in Senate bill—Continued
Average rate of
duty converted
. Estimated to an ad
A | | | e
Schedule numbers an: ue of uties under
deseripti imports | collected | Finance
pees 1928 1928 Committes) Finance
bill 1922 | Com-
act | mittee
bill
Per cent| Per cent
$4,002,080 | 84,108,434 | 17.07 17. 14
117, 536, 257 |146, 425,048 | T2.45 90. 26
2,136,804 | 2,138,804 | 63.36 63. 36
18,620,365 | 28,098,939 | 24.65 | 38.36
483, 480 501,386 | 35.08 43,90
19, 916, 330 | 20,911,879 | 40.28 42.28
23, 581,004 | 24,407,770 | 18.57 10.22
38,042,299 | 46,930,550 | 54.19 | 65.30
18, 347, 719 | 20,256,056 | 58.56 62. 45
6,016,337 | 6,143,577 | 582.73 53.84
4,084,210 | 5,313,105 | 24,52 26, 14
s 63,040,286 | 73,555,431 | 27.71 | 8187
Avaral ge mmsfof duty (simple avmge) ........................... -| 30, ?I % “.45
neeRNE =200 T EN T :
Average rates of dur.y (weighted BVELBRE). .. s meeessmeesmmraname 38,18 | 4388
Increase Z 5.65

A compilation of the rates of duty on industrial products by a simple
average of such rates shows an increase of 4.68 points, The weighted
average of these rates of duty shows an increase of 5.65 points.

Having now ascertained the average ad valorem rates of duty, and
their inereases in the bill over the act, both by simple and by weighted
averages on agricultural and industrial products, it is interesting to
compare these averages one with the other.

TasLe 111.—Comparison of agricultural and industrial rates

Bimple aver- | Weighted aver-
ages ages

Act of | Benate | Act of | Senate

1022 bill 1922 bill
Percl.| Perct.| Perel. | Percl,
Industrial products. 39.77 | #H.45| 38.18 43.83
Agricultural products. 24.61 | 27.47| B4 32.60
Excess of industrial over agricultural protection...| 15.16 | 16.88 | 9.84 11.23
5 " o 16.98 1. 23

nerease of spread between indostry and agricnl-

ture in act of 1922 and Senate bill 1516 9.84
: - o I 1.39

The simple averages of the ad valorem rates on industrial and agri-
coltural products show an excess of industrial over agricultural pro-
tection in the act of 1922 of 15.16 points and in the Senate bill of
16.98 points; by weighted averages the fizures are for the act of 1922,
9.8 points excess of industrial over agricultural protection and 11.23
points in the Senate bill.

It is seen, therefore, that no matter whether a simple average, which
is sometimes considered as not being wholly accurate, or a weighted
average is used, the Senate bill in both cases shows a greater increase
for industrlal than for agricultural products when compared to the act
of 1922. The exact amount of the increase of spread between industry
and agriculture in the Senate bill as compared to the act of 1922 by
simple average Is 1.82 points and by weighted average is 1.39 points,

In other words, the Senate measure in {ts present form does not lessen
the spread of protection which heretofore has existed between industry
and agriculture but increases that spread a trifle. In doing this the
Senate bill, as reported, merely duplicates the House bill, as passed, in
regard to the relative status of protection for agriculture and industry.

On account of these facts it is not only hoped but expected that the
Senate in its consideration of the measure now pending will so increase
the rates which agriculture has asked for, and which have been brought
to the attemtion of all Senators in the joint letter first mentioned in

' this communication, that agriculture will be on a basis of equal protec-
tion with industry. If such result is not accomplished in the enactment
of the forthcoming tariff adjustment, it is difficult to believe that the
Ameriesn farmer will be happy with the outcome of his effort to get
adequate protection on his products.

Very respectfully,
AMERICAN FArM BUREAU FEDERATION,
CuEsTER H. GRAY,
Washington Representative,
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Exuampir 1

Segregation of products in the act of 1922 and in Senate bill
[Definitions : An agrienltural product, for the purpose of tariff se,

tion, is one upon which the farmer is the prime beneficiary of ngtrs.cg?ﬂ
rate. An industrial product, for the purpose of tariff tion, is

Begrega
one upon which the processor is the prime beneflciary of a tariff rate]

smsla:;m sod Agricultural products Industrial produocts
I. Chemicals, oils, paints._..._. NODOL ... s aanomnmamans) ATl
I1. Earths, earthenware, glass- | NOD@. . - oo ceevcoocanns AlL
IT1. Metals and factures | None. -] AlL
IV. Wood and manufactures of_| Logs, blocks of briar | All the rest,
ro;ﬁd and similar
V. Bugar, molasses, and manu- | Molasses, sugar sirup, | All the rest.
factures of. maple sugar, maple
sirup, sugar cane,
rare sugars.
VI. Tobacco and manufactores | All therest. .. __ Cigars, cigarettes, snuff,
of. cut tehacco stems.
VII. Agricultural productsand | All therest......_.... Meats and meat produets;
provisions. condensed and evapo-
roted milk; frozen and
dried aﬁ:s flour, meal,
grain hu
ings, u'resl brmktast
foods, biscuits, macaroni;
dried and canned apples;
canned apricots; dried
and canned berries; mar-
aschino and pitmd cher-
ries; orange lemon
neel, drled and mndiad
citron peel; prepared figs
and dates; pitted and
stuffed olives; prepared
nineanple.plnm.pnmes.
E ams and jel-
es; shel nuts; almond
paste, nut pastes, pre-
Enmd chestnuts; canned
split peas, canned
peas‘.cannsd
ried potatoes, potato
flour; canned tomatoes,
tomato paste; ilmpnmd
or cat wguab es;
pared ch Ere
g:?tf:?as roo“. sub-
-1
VIIL Bpirits, wines, and other | None. - ccoeeemeeeeee-. All
beverages.
IX. Cotton, manufactures of__| None..____.__..._..... AlL
Flax straw, unmanu- | Al the rest,

Flax, hemp, jute, manu-
ﬁwmrasfpm

XI1. Wool and manufactures of.

XT1I. 8ilk and silk goods
XIII. Rayon manufactures. ..
X1V, Papers and books_....._|
XYV. Bundries

The following products have been eliminated: Fish, cocon, chocolate,
pignolia and pistaclio nuts, eocoanuts, and the free list.

ExHIBIT 2

In computing the gimple average, a weighted average for each
schedule was secured, and then the average of these weighted averages
was caleulated,

The weighted average rates were computed, for the act of 1922, by
dividing the total duties collected on imports in 1928 by the total
value of these Imports, and for the new bill, by dividing the estimated
duties under the new rates by the total value of imports in 1928. It
was assumed, therefore, for the purpose of obtaining a comparable
comparison that the total value of imports in the new bill under the
new rates wonld remain the same as under the old rates in the act
of 1922, A weighted average of rates was obtained for agricultural
and industrial commodities, both by schedules and for the entire bill

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, in the beginning the Repub-
lican Party defended and justified its poesition upon the ques-
tion of protection on the ground that the restriction cr even
the exclusion of foreign competitive products would not in-
crease the domestie price of similar articles produced in this
country. It contended in such cases that competition between
domestic producers would regulate and control price levels and
thus preserve intact, so far as the domestic consumer is con-
cerned, the law of supply and demand.

Every protective tariff act passed by the Republican Party
during the last century was advocated, framed, and defended
upon this general theory and the rates were largely established
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upon the representations and demands of the representatives
of the interested industries without reference to any particular
measurement of the degree of protection the industries or the
specific articles involved were justly entitled to receive.

In the enactment of all these bills, the Morrill bill, the Me-
Kinley bill, and the Dingley bill, the Democratic Party attacked
the theory that high protective duties would not increase domes-
tic prices or that domestic competition in snch cases would
regulafte such prices upon the basis of supply and demand.

The Democrats insisted that this protective system was largely
responsible for the many trusts which were then springing up in
the various protected industries in the United States and that
domestic competition was thus being suppressed and the Ameri-
can consumers exploited as a result of high tariff and trust
prices. Dut it was not until the early years of the present cen-
tury that this method of arriving at and fixing tariff duties was
openly challenged by Republicans as well as Democrats as un-
sound amd unjust to the consumers of the country, coupled with
a demand for the establishment of some certain and definite
rule for determining the extent to which the industries should
be protected by the imposition of tariff duties.

As a result of this agitation and the constantly and rapidly
increasing organization and monopolization of the industries of
the country there grew up an insistent demand for tariff reform,
especially with respect to the manner of arriving at and levying
tariff duties. This demand came not only from Democrats, but
from Republicans of high standing. The volume of the protests
grew so loud and so compelling that the Republican National
Convention of 1908 was constrained to declare its position on
this question. That declaration was as follows:

In all tarif legislation the true principle of protection is best main-
tained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the difference be-
tween cost of production at home and abroad, together with a reason-
able profit to American industries.

In the face of this solemn pledge of the Republican Party,
under the leadership of Aldrich and Payne the tariff act passed
a year later, 1909, was framed in utter disregard of the plat-
form pronouncement. Because of this recaleitrant action on the
part of the committees of the two Houses which framed that -bill,
and which were then, as now, dominated and controlled by the
eastern industrial interests, there followed a violent schism in
the ranks of the Republican Party, which became evident in
both branches of the Congress, especially in the Senate, when
the bill came up for consideration and discussion.

In the Senate the Republican revolt was led by that great
Republican statesman, orator, and patriot from the West, the
late Senator Dolliver. He, as did his Republican followers, de-
nounced both the excessive rates carried in that bill and the
method of arriving at them as a repudiation of the Republican
platform of the previous year. While this fight in the ranks of
the Republican Party against the abuses of the principle of
protection as exemplified in the so-called Payne-Aldrich Act was
strenuous and sometimes bitter, it’did not succeed—the pro-
tected interests were too thoroughly intrenched—but it forced
the general acceptance by the Republican Party, in theory at
least, of the principle that tariff rates ought and must be based
upon the difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad.

In the campaign of 1912, as in 1908, the tariff was the chief
issue between the two major parties, but the assault was di-
rected chiefly against the flagrant abuses of that system and the
repudiation of the platform declaration with respect to the
measure of protection and the arbitrary methods employed in
fixing rates in the act of 1909,

ACT OF 1922

The latest Republican tariff act, known as the Fordney-Me-
Cumber Act, which is the existing law, was passed in 1922. In
the preparation and consideration of this bill but little was
heard from its framers and sponsors about the rule of the cost
of production and but few of the rates carried in that bill were
determined and fixed upon the basis of that rule. The prinei-
ple of the rule was admitted, but it was contended by the
framers of that measure that because of the chaotic conditions
with respect to international exchange of products growing out
of the industrial, financial, and currency conditions then exist-
ing in Europe and in this country, especially in Europe, as a
consequence of the World War, it was necessary to disregard
the 1908 platform rule and to fix the rates sufficiently high to
meet the then existing and further apprehended uncertainties,
contingencies, and fluctuations in valués and in foreign cur-
rencies.

Notwithstanding the fact that rates carried in that bill were
the highest ever theretofore established in this country, the Re-
publican administration then in power, through its representa-
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tives In Congress, insisted npon writing into the bill, as a fuar-
ther safeguard, the so-called flexible tariff scheme, authorizing
the President to increase or decrease the rates written in the
bill to a maximum of 50 per cent.

Thus the rates of the Fordney-MeCumber Act, which the bill
now before us proposes to revise, like all other Republican tariff
bills theretofore adopted, were not based upon any definite rule
for measuring protection, but were arbitrarily made to meet
the demands of the beneficiaries of the tariff, who, in the pres-
entation of their claim, urged with the utmost strenuosity and
plausibility the necessity of making them sufficiently high te
meet the exceptional business and currency conditions which,
as a result of the World War, existed in the principal countries

of Europe, with which our exchange of commodities is greatest.-

PENDING BILL

Neither the amendments to the present law made by the
House, nor the amendments proposed by the Senate Committee
on I'inance, are fixed upon the basis of the difference in the
cost of production here and abroad, but the rates in this bill,
like those in the Payne-Aldrich and the Fordney-McCumber
Acts, were arrived at and fixed largely in response to the ap-
peals and demands of the beneficiaries of the high and excessive
rates which it Imposes.

So it will be seen that again the cost-of-production theory
as a measure of protection has been disregarded by the Repub-
lican Party. The excuse of the framers of the pending bill for
not applying this rule or any other definite and fixed rule in
ascertaining the rates in the present revision is that the cost of
production theory or rule of fixing rates has completely broken
down and is impracticable of application because of alleged
insurmountable difficulties in securing reliable data as to the
cost of production either abroad or at home,

Mr. President, I deny that the rule of the cost of production
has broken down. On the contrary, I assert that the evidence
proves the contrary. Moreover, I contend that this rule is not
only practicable of application, but that it is the only rule yet
promulgated which will do justice alike to the industries and
to the users and consumers of their products.

In support of this position I call attention to the fact that
while there have been but relatively few applications for in-
creases or decreases under the flexible provisions of the present
law, the thoroughgoing investigations made by the commission
in these applications have shown that reasonably full and re-
liable data can be obtained both as to the cost of production
here and abroad. If it is true—and I am advised that it is—
that reasonably accurate data has been secured in these investi-
gations, there would seem to be no reason to believe, if these
investigations were sufficiently extended and an adequate per-
sonnel employed for that purpose, that the necessary data for a
general revision could not be obtained.

To make these investigations effective may require additional
legislation, imposing tariff penalizations for refusal to furnish
the information desired and requested. But I am satisfied that
the difficulties, whatever they may be, are not insurmountable
just as I am satisfied that this rule furnishes the most equitable
and just measure for the imposition of tariff protective duties of
any yet suggested.

I do not know why Republicans are so anxious to scrap this
rule, unless it is becanse the commission’s investigations in pur-
suance of these applications have shown that in many instances
the existing statutory rates upon the products involved are in
excess of the difference in the cost of production here and
abroad, and that there is need for downward instead of
upward revision of many existing rates. This may account for
the small number of applications, or the few applications made
may mean that the statutory rates of the existing law are reason-
ably satisfactory to the industry.

However that may be, a study of the pending bill, and espe-
cially its flexible provisions, carries at least very persuasive
evidence that the Republican Party wishes to abandon its old
theory of “cost of production,” which it has never applied and
which has become a stumbling block in the way of according to
the protected industries, who now, as always, have dominated
Republican tariff legislation, the full measure of protection
which they sought and demanded and would receive in the
pending bill, as well as in all other tariff bills enacted by that
party.

Careful study will also disclose the fact that the substitute
proposed for the cost-of-production rule is the elastie theory
of “conditions of competition,” a substitution which, if it can
be brought about, would perpetuate the uncerfain and elastic
principles and practices which have heretofore prevailed, as I
have pointed out, and still prevail in the framing of Republican
tariff legislation,
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I shall later discuss, not in detail but in a general way, the
difficulties, inconsistencies, incongruities, discriminations, and
the general delinquencies of the pending bill, but before doing
that I wish to make some general observations with reference to
the attitude of the Democratic Party upon the tariff as com-
pared with that of the Republican Party.

Undoubtedly there has been a change—I might say an ad-
vance—in the attitude of both parties with respect to the tariff.
Neither party has been static; néither now stands where it did
many years ago or where it did in the early part of this century.
Many of the theories that have been advanced, probably by
both parties, with reference to the effect of tariff legislation
have been exploded, while some other views with respect to it
‘have been confirmed and their soundness demonstrated. So far
as the Republican Party is concerned, evidence shows that it
has advanced from the McKinley theory of protection, modified
by treaties of reciprocity, to the position of practical exelusion.
It does not openly stand for embargo, but that is the effect of
many of the rates in this bill

The Democratie Party, on the other hand, has advanced from
the old theory of a tariff for revenue only, to the theory of a
competitive tariff. Whatever may have been the former Demo-
cratic fornrula for measuring tariff duties or whatever may
have been the interpretation of the meaning of that formula by
its tariff legislation, the Democratic Party of the present day
stands for a competitive tariff. That is the last declaration of
the party upon this question. That declaration is the law of
the party and with it I am in hearty sympathy. The Demo-
cratie platform declaration of 1928 is in the following language:

Duties that will permit effective competition, insure against monop-
oly, and at the same time produce a falr revenue for the support of
government. Actual difference between the cost of production at home
and abroad, with adeguate safeguard for the wage of the American
laborer, must be the extreme measure of every tariff rate.

Safeguarding the public against monopoly created by special tariff
favors.

Equitable distribution of the benefits and burdens of the tariff
among all.

Wage earner, farmer, stockman, producer, and legitimate business in
general have everything to gain from a Democratic tariff based on
justice to all.

A competitive tariff necessarily involves the question of what
shall be the measurement of competition. The platform of the
Democratic Party has specifically prescribed that nreasurement
to be the actual difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad and declared that that measure should be the extreme
limit of every tariff rate.

All taxes of whatever character ought to be based upon some
definite and fixed principle, and especially is this true of tariff
taxes, because of their insidious nature, collected as they are
from the great mass of taxpayers, without their knowing it, in
the prices paid for the things they purchase from day to day,
aggregating, not thousands, not millions, but billions, of dollars
a year, taken from the pockets of the people, sometimes in
driblets, sometimes in wads, not on account of the intrinsie
value of the articles they purchase, but because of the tariff
taxes upon them,

Whatever uncertainty and vagueness exists about the Republi-
can measure of tariff protection, there is none about the Demo-
cratic measure, The law of the party speaks in a language
that can not be misunderstood. It applies to all industries
alike, and alike to raw materials and finished produects. I do not
want, and the Democratic Party does not want, to see any
American industry swamped by foreign competition, but it does
not wish to build a wall around this country so high as to prac-
tieally shut off importation of foreign products and at the same
time cut off or unduly restrict the exportation of American
products; that would be alike unjust to the domestic producers
and consumers and inimical to the national welfare,

In fixing the spread between foreign and domestic cost of
production the comparison should be made with industries in
this eountry that are efficiently and economiecally managed and
not with industries that are inefficiently and uneconomically
managed. To impose the rate upon the basis of the cost of
production of the inefficient units in industry would be penaliz-
ing the whale people because of mismanagement or lack of
foresight on the part of these inefficient units in properly equip-
ping themselves to meet competitive conditions.

Between a competitive tariff such as that declared for in the
Houston platform and a prohibitive tariff such as that provided
for in the pending bill, there is an unbridgeable gulf. A pro-
hibitive tariff practically excludes foreign competition; a com-
petitive tariff allows importations when the Ameriean price is,
by combination or otherwise, raised above the level of a fair
and reasonable profit to the producer and thereby protects the
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consumer against excessive or exorbitant prices and discourages
monopolies,

Many of the exclusive rates carried in the bill now before
us on the staple products would not only further intrench and
fortify existing tariff-sheltered monopolies which have become so
oppressive fo the taxpayers of the country, but they would be
an invitation for further monopolistic organization and control
of the products of industry, greatly increasing the cost of living
and the burdens now imposed by the tariff and resulting monop-
olies upon the consuming masses of the country. A purely com-
petitive tariff would restrain the greed of monopoly by opening
the door to foreign competition whenever organized industry by
monopolistic methods raised the price of the domestic product
above the competitive level.

Mr. President, I shall not at this time enter into a detailed
discussion of the flexible tariff provisions of the bill, but shall
discuss them only in general terms. If this scheme of increasing
or decreasing the statufory tariff rates fixed by the Congress,
with the broad and elastic discretion conferred upon the Presi-
dent in fixing the bases of valuation and measurement should
be adopted, it would invest the President with almost autocratic
discretion and power in revising rates fixed by the Congress;
indeed, it would even empower him, in some instances, to change
the statutory rate in order to grant to the industry a greater
degree of protection than can be accorded within the 50 per
cent maximum prescribed by the law.

That would mean but one thing, namely, that the Congress of the
United States, invested by the Constitution with the sole power
to impose taxes, had deliberately delegated a large part of that
legislative power to the Executive branch of the Government—
taking from the people and giving to the President practically
one-half of a power which can kill or make alive; which can
destroy or bmild up. It is an Anglo-Saxon principle that the
people, through their legislative representatives, should at all
ti nes retain control of the purse strings of the Na‘'o: Talk
about centralized government! Nothing would tend to central-
ize all power in the head of the Government at Washington to
as great an extent as the flexible tariff scheme now proposed.

If this bill passes, with the flexible tariff amendments as now
written and incorporated in it, I predict there will be in the
future but limited demand from the beneficiaries of protection
for a general revision of the tariff by the Congress. The flexible
scheme as written in the present law has not accomplished the
purpose desired by the beneficiaries of protection, because of
the “cost of production” limitation imposed upon the Presi-
dent in exercising the powers and discretion given him in it. A
strict application of this rule would undoubtedly in many in-
stances result in impeaching the statutory rate and showing its
excessive character. Such an outcome would be bad from the
Republican point of view; but if the President is given the
latitude and diseretion in fixing these rates provided in the bill
now pending, an entirely new situation would be created, and
industries desiring an increase in statutory rates would go to
the President and the Tariff Commission instead of coming to
Congress for the relief they wish. They would have to deal
only with one man instead of having to deal with nearly
600 representatives of the people in the two branches of the
Congress. “

I shall not now, if at all, undertake to discuss the constitu-
tional question involved in the proposed enlargement of the
powers and diseretions of the President in exercising the func-
tions bestowed upon him by the provisions of the flexible tariff
scheme proposed in the bill before us. Personally I have no
doubt as to its unconstitutionality, but there are others here
who are much better equipped to discuss that feature of the bill
than I am, although I may later have something to say upon
that point.

Mr, President, this bill is indefensible, because it not only
disregards the purpose and object of the revision as declared
by the President in his campaign pledge to convene the Con-
gress in extraordinary session, and reiterated by him both
before and after thus convening the Congress, because it not
only does not carry out the declared purpose for which the
Congress was convened, but defeats it; because instead of
removing, as promised, the tariff discriminations against agri-
culture, it greatly increases and extends those discriminations,
and because for every dollar it gives to the farmer, it takes
from him several dollars in the increased cost of his purchases.

I am opposed to the bill because it discriminates against the
great mass of American consumers in favor of the already over-
protected industries; because it will raise the excessive rates of
the present law to a Dasis in many instances but little short, if
any, of absolute prohibition and exclusion of competitive prod-
ucts from abroad; because it will greatly increase the tariff
taxes now paid by the people in the prices paid in the purchase
of protected industrial products which they buy, increasing the
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annual burden of tariff taxation imposed upon the consuming
masses not thousands or millions but billions of dollars; because
it will increase the cost of living, already abnormally high, and
encourage further momopolization and price fixing in the over-
protected industries.

I am opposed to it because it is violative of sound public
policy, in that it sacrifices the interests of the people as a
whole in the interest of a relatively few who are already more
than amply provided for and encourages monopolistic combina-
tions and seeret understandings in restraint of trade and thus
tends to promote further arbitrary price fixing, nlready a
national menace.

I am opposed to it because it disregards the fundamental
fact that our prosperity depends largely upon our international
trade, and imposes undue barriers and restraints which would
tend to limit to a highly prejudicial extent our interchange
of commodities with the nations of the earth. International
trade is based upon interchange of commodities. Purchases
from us must largely depend upon purchases by us. Our for-
eign customers must be permitted to set up credits in this
country to discharge their obligations fo us,” whether resulting
from indebtedness, public or private, or from the purchase of
American products. Sound public policy requires, as far as
consistent with the welfare of the Nation, that unnecessary bar-
riers and restrictions in the international exchange of com-
modities shall not be imposed. This applies to agriculture as
well as industry, and applies to raw materials as well as finished
products.

This bill invites not only protests—many have already come
from some of our best customers among the nations, couched
in diplomatic terms, of course, but nevertheless of menacing
import—but it would tend to provoke retaliations and create a
psychology among our foreign purchasers which would be
inimical if not destructive to our commercial relations with
them. Manifestly we ean not reduce to a minimum our im-
ports from foreign countries without eventually reducing rela-
tively our exports to such countries.

I am opposed to it because it encourages inefficiency, ex-
travagance, mismanagement, and waste in certain units of our
protected industries and penalizes the great mass of American
consumers by the imposition of a sufficiently high tariff tax to
guarantee profits and prosperity to the lame ducks in the
industry, while at the same time increasing to that extent the
already excessive rates enjoyed by the efficiently managed units
in that industry, The application of this principle to our tariff
legislation will not only increase the tariff burdens of the
people millions, but billions, of dollars annually and would
amount to a practical guaranty against foreign competition in
behalf of the sluggish and backward units and further en-
trench the far-sighted and efficient units of industry in their
fight against competition, both foreign and domestic; their fight
for absolute exclusion of foreign goods and the stifling and
suppression of all domestic competition,

I am opposed to this bill because many of its rates—espe-
cially those on agricultural products—are utterly or practically
useless, and are calcnlated, if not so intended, to mislead and
deceive those who are supposed to be benefited by them because
many of these so-called agricultural duties are mere paper, not
to say fake, rates, which serve no good purpose except to mis-
lead and to swell the statistical increase in the average rates
upon the schedule to which they apply, and yet the chairman
of the committee is wont to refer to the purely nominal in-
crease of duties in these schedules with much gusto!

These useless and ineffective—I will not say quack—duties
on farm products should be contemplated by the farmers, whom
they thought to mislead, with resentment rather than approval,
Agriculture can never attain or even approach tariff equality
with the other industries through the imposition of ineffective
rates upon its products. The only way the farmer can secure
or hope to secure even approximate equality through tariff
legislation is by imposing such duties on his products as will or
can be effective and by drastie reduction in the duties imposed
upon such industrial products as he does not produee and must
of necessity buy for farm, home, and family.

Mpr, President, the farmer is no suppliant for the erumbs that
fall from * the master’s table,” and the attempt to satisfy his
demands for tariff relief by offering him useless or ineffective
rates upon his products discounts his manhood and impeaches
hig intelligence.

The farmers of this country will not get the tariff relief they
want and need until they give the special interests, who domi-
nate and dictate the framing of tariffs, to understand that they
do not intend to be longer duped or waved aside by polite ges-
tures; until they let these makers of the tariff understand that
they want deeds and not promises, bread and not stones,
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This bill is unsatisfactory from the standpoint of the American
farmer, because it imposes duties upon certain agricultural prod-
ucts extensively produced in this country and of which there
are no inrports, and therefore the duty is absolutely ineffective;
because in many instances duties are imposed upon agﬂcultural
products of which a quantity less than 1 per cent of the domestic
production is imported, and the duty therefore has no value;
because duties are imposed upon many agricultural products the
imports of which are so negligible as to make the duty value-
less; because duties are imposed upon products which we pro-
du(-e greatly in excess of the domestic demand, resulting in large
exportable surpluses which establish the domestic price upon
the basis of the world price, and therefore the duty is ineffec-
tive ; becaunse, by reason of the increase in duty on sugar, the
single product of sugar would absorb about one-half of the
benefits accruing to agriculture from the total duties imposed
upon agricultural products in this bill.

Not only are the duties inmposed in this bill unsatictaemry to
the farmer, but also to the domestic consumer, because the
duties 1mposed in it greatly increase existing burdens of tariff
taxation, adding billions of dollars to the annual cost of the
things that the consumer buys.

A rate is a useless rate if there are no importations or if the
importations are so small, compared with domestic production,
that the tariff rates can not be effective, or, if effective at all,
only to an almost vanishing degree. Increases in duties, already

sufficiently high, are not for the purpose of protection, but for.

prohibition and exclusion.
EXCLUSION NOT PROTECTION

When a higher duty is proposed on importations that are
small and insignificant as compared to our national consump-
tion, what is sought is not adequate protection but a complete
embargo. There was a time when an import of less than 10 per
cent of our consumption was not regarded as a competitive
menace, Now it seems that an import of 1 per cent is an occa-
sion for heavier defensive armor.

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIONS

Mr, President, having completed the general observations with
reference to this bill which I wish to make to the Senate, I
wish in a brief way to summarize some of the outstanding ob-
jections to the bill and the rates contained in it,

First. It containg many rates and increases upon agricultural
products that are useless and ineffective,

Second. It is replete with exorbitant rates on articles which
farmers buy.

Third. It contains numerous instances of higher rates on
articles used by the masses than on articles of identical use, but
purchased principally by persons of wealth or of more than
average means.

Fourth, It does not conform to President Hoovers® request for
increases on industrial products only when there has been a
slackening of employment due to imports. In many cases in-
creases have been granted to industries which have been very
prosperous under the present tariff act.

Fifth. It is full of inconsistencies and unfair discriminations,

Bixth. It inereases rates on many articles, even though the im-
ports under the present tariff act have been negligible.

Seventh. It encourages inefficiency by many of its increases.

Eighth. Its excessive increases on many articles imperil our
trade with European countries; and, finally,

Ninth, By its liberalization of the flexible provisions, enlarging
the powers and discretion of the President, the latitude allowed
the President in the imposition of additional duties is danger-
onsly expanded.

Mr. President, I have stressed and I shall further emphasize
in the data I shall now proceed to submit to the Senate the
distressing predicament of the American farmer, because I have
come to feel that the dominant party in Congress, in the prepa-
ration of this legislation, have forgotten his need for help in
stemming the tide of admiftedly constantly inereasing poverty,
in the hullabaloo raised over the necessity of helping our pros-
perous industries to become still more prosperous.

In connection with the observations I have made with respect
to rates I wish to present and briefly to discuss certain data which
I have prepared with the help of tariff experts with reference
to certain rates proposed in the bill,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator permit an interruption?

Mr., SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Were the experts who as-
gisted the Senator from North Carolina in preparing the data
Eie is; about to submit furnished to him by the Tariff Commis-

on
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Mr. SIMMONS. Yes: by the Tariff Commission and the
Treasury Department.

BSchedule 7 covers all the dutiable animal and vegetable
products produced, with the exeeption of textiles, wood, paper,
hides, and sugar. The following table shows the treatment these
agricultural and food products have received by the Senate
committee bill:

Raw wool 5
Schedute 7 Scheduls “F”| (pars, 110; | Susar (par.
and 1102) 00
Value of imports. $287, 722,762 | $39,431,845 | $161, 272 154
Total duties 86, 411, 678 18, 004, 207 146, 042, 782
Increase in AUEIBS .. oot ieriaea s 22 417, 605 169, 517 28, 888, 7R3
AVerage bl ...... ivoaen..-por cent.. 132,66 43.11 00, 56

1 Tariff Commission fgures.

This is upon all the agricultural products, including all food,
feeds, and the raw material entering inte clothing that are
dutiable, we import in value $327,154,607, excluding sugar. The
duties npon these products, at the rates reported to the Senate,
applied to the 1928 imports, would be $103,410,885, an increase
in duty of $22 587,122, average rate of duty 31.61 per cent.

The corresponding figures for the single food product—sugar—
is, value of imports, $161,272,154; total duty, $146,042,782; in.
crease in duty, $28,888,785; average rate, 90.56 per cent.
< The guestion is, How many farmers are assisted by this duty
of $103,000,000 and how many by this $146,000,000 duty?

Every farmer in the country pays part of the latter tax, that
on sugar, while the number engaged in producing sugar is com-
paratively small.

The entire dufy upon animals and meat at the proposed rates
is only $8,750,041, or less than 6 per cent of the corresponding
duty on sugar alone. The entire duty on dairy products under
the proposed rates is $11,978,304, about 80 per cent of which is
on cheese, most of which can not be produced here. This is
about 8 per cent of the duty upon sugar. The protection
granted to the poultry and eggs industry is $2,752,888, or less
than 2 per cent of the protection granted sugar. The duties
suggested on cereals, and all products thereof, are $2,489,411.
This covers wheat, corn, rye, oats, barley, buckwheat, rice, and
all products therefrom, including feeds, soy-bean cake and meal,
breakfast foods, cakes, biscnits, and so forth, and is still less
than 2 per cent of that given sugar.

To summarize, under the provisions of the committee bill the
duties on all these agricultural products are increased $51,475,-
907 over those under the present law. Of this the increased
protection given to sugar is $28,888,785, or over 56 per cent of
the total, while fhe balance on these agricultural products is
given only 44 per cent,

Of the total duties under the Senate bill, amounting to $249,-
453,667, the protection given sugar is $146,042,782, or over 581
per cent, while {he balance of this total, 4114 per cent, is the
protection thinly distributed among the multitude of other agri-
cultural products.

Of course, it is very clear that the duty on the importations
of sugar does not measure the amount that the bill will add to
the burdens of the sugar consumer, because the price will be
raised on every pound produced by all producers of sugar in
this country and in the islands to the extent of the duty placed
on the importatioh of sugar.

The increase in the duty on corn from 15 cents per bushel in
the act of 1922 to 25 cents per bushel in the Senate bill is a
good example of a wuseless increase, The domestic produc-
tion of corn has varied from 2,500,000,000 to 3,000,000,000 bush-
els since 1920, while during that same period the imports of corn
have never been as much as 5,000,000 bushels a year. The
imports have thus been only a small fraction of 1 per cent of
the domestic production. The price of imported corn has aver-
aged over a dollar a bushel, which shows that the imports come
in only when there is a shortage in the domestic supply, and
the price is fairly high. As a matter of fact, the imports of

"corn have consisted in most years of only a few shiploads of
Argentine flint corn, landed at San Francisco, Seattle, and New
York. A large part of the corn landed in New York has been
reexported with benefit of drawback in the fornr of corn prod-
ucts. The remainder of the imported corn, both on the Atlantic
and Pacific coasts, has been used as pouliry and pigeon feed,
sinee the flint corn is pecnliarly desirable for that purpose.

To hold out the promise to the American farmer that an
increase in the duty on corn can raise the price of corn is to
insult his intelligence, = It is certainly handing him a gold brick,
if anvthing could be so.

The increases in the duties on mutton and lamb, in paragraph
702, are largely ineffective. The rates have been increased from
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2% cents per pound in the act of 1922 to 5 cents per pound in
the Senate bill on mutton, and from 4 cents per pound in the
act of 1922 to T cents per pound in the Senate bill on lamb.

The domestic production of mutton and lamb during the past
10 years has varied between 500,000,000 and about 650,000,000
pounds, while imports, which are mainly from Canada, have
been only about 1 per cent of domestic production. Prior to 1927
Argentina was the principal source of imports, but there is now
an embargo on imports from that eountry becanse of the hoof-
and-mouth disease there. It is a well-known fact that frozen
lamb from Australia and New Zealand finds practically no mar-
ket in this country. An attempt was made to import frozen
mutton and lamb directly after the war, but there was so little
demand for it in the United States that most of it was reex-
ported to England and the Continent. Combined mutton and
lamb imports for 1927 amounted to only four-tenths of 1 per
cent of the domestic slaughter.

The increase in duties on pork and bacon in paragraph 708
are excellent examples of the ineffectiveness of the increases in
rate. The duty on pork, fresh, chilled, or frozen, is increased from
three-fourths of 1 cent per pound in the act of 1922 to 214
cents per pound in the Senate bill. The duty on bacon and ham
is increased from 2 cents per pound in the act of 1922 to 314
cents per pound in the Senate bill. The largest imports of fresh
pork which we have ever had were 14,500,000 pounds imported
in 1927, while domestic production in that year was at about the
average figare of 8,500,000,000 pounds; the imports are therefore
infinitesimal eompared with the domestic production.

The domestic production of hams, bacon, and shoulders in
1925—the latest year for which figures are available—was over
3,000,000,000 pounds, while imports were only a small fraction of
1 per cent of that amount. Imports were only a fraction of 1
per cent of exports. Exports of cnred-pork products from the
United States, which equal in volume the exports from all other
countries combined, amounted in 1925 to about 500.000.000
pounds and in 1928 to 289,834,000 pounds. In addition, we ex-
port from 700,000,000 to 800,000,000 pounds of lard annnally.

The increase in the duty on reindeer meat is rather ridiculous.
The rate is increased from 4 cents per pound in the act of 1922
to 6 cents per pound in the Senate bill. Just how this increase
is going to help the American farmer is difficult to ascertain.
In 1928, 1,810,000 pounds of reindeer meat were shipped to the
United States from Alaska. In that same year 3,198 pounds,
valued at $973, were imported from Norway.

The duties on barley, oats, rye, and buckwheat are also ineffec-
tive, because imports are negligible in comparison with the do-
mestic production, and we usually have an exportable surplus of
these grains.

The duty on cereal breakfast foods remains unchanged at 20
per cent, but there does not appear to be a reasonable explana-
tion of any duty. Domestic production is estimated at over
1,000,000,000 pounds, and exporis in 1928 were more than
6,200,000 pounds, while imports were less than 60,000 pounds.
About half of the imports came from Canada, which in turn was
our chief customer, taking about 25 per cent of our exporis.

The increase in duties on spices and spice seeds are useless to
the American farmer because, with the exception of a very few
of the seeds mentioned in this paragraph, none are produced in
the United States. The only result of having duties on products
such as black pepper, white pepper, cinnamon, cloves, and so
forth, is to raise the price to the consumers. The only two
spices of importance produced in the United States are mustard
seed and dried hot red peppers. The increase of the duty on
red peppers may assist the growers in Mississippi and Louisiana,
where in recent years there has been established a farm industry
for these products. Aside from this duty, the increases in rates
in this paragraph are useless to the farmers.

Paragraph 775 in the agricultural schedule covers chocolate
and cocoa, sweetened and unsweetened. The duty on these
products in the aet of 1922 was 1714 per cent ad valorem but
not less than 2 cents per pound. The rate has been chanzed
to 3 cents per pound on unsweetened chocolate and cocoa, and
40 per cent ad valorem on sweetened chocolate and cocoa.
Just how these increases are going to benefit the American
farmers it is difficult to understand.

The following figures show the production of chocolate in the
United States in 1027 :

Production Quantity Value
8went chocolate: Pounds
Plain 20,700, 701 | $5 122 T
With nuts..._.. 8, 068, 263 TOR, 637
Milk chocolate:
Plain o4, 652, 270 19, 445, 852
‘With nuts 53, 685,328 | 17, 785, 750
Total. 142, 015, 557 | 43,102, 903
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Principal States in production: New Tork, Massachusetts,
California.

Imports in 1928 Quantity Valus
. Pounds
Chocolate: 4,001,374 | $1, 265, 007
Unsweetened \iindanss i
St A 4,524,005 | 1,358,408

Very small additional imports subject to the 2-cent per pound
minimum duty. (Only about 9,000 pounds in 1928.)

The imports of chocolate, which consist mainly of chocolate
bars, both with and without nuts, come principally fromr the
Netherlands, Germany, and Switzerland. It will be seen from
{he above figures that imports are only about 2 per cent in either
quantity or value of domestic production, and yet the rates
have been raised.

The exorbitant rates of duty on articles the farmer buys is
jllustrated by the duty on whiting, waiches, pocketknives,
scissors, pliers, arms, fishing tackle, saws, handkerchiefs, lace,
wool wearing apparel, women's felt hats, leather gloves, brushes,
dolls, pencils, and pipes, and many articles used by the farmer
in building his home and operating his farm, furnishing his
house and his kitchen as well as his table,

EXORBITANT RATES ON ARTICLES WHICH THE FARMER BUYS

The bill is replete with exdrbitant rates,

This bill increases the rates on scores of articles which are
in most comnron use by farmers and their families. In para-
graph 20 of Schedule 1 an enormous increase is made on
whiting, which is the chief ingredient used in making putty.
This rate is increased from an average of 25.27 per cent in the
tariff act of 1922 to 118.11 per cent in the Senate bill.

If he desires to buy a watch, he will probably find that the
price has gone up, because the rate has been increased on
watches (par. 367) from 47.60 per cent to 70.01 per cent.

The rate on pocketknives (par. 354) has gone up from 9877
per cent in the act of 1922 to 147.32 per cent in the Senate bill,
while on scissors, shears, and elippers (par. 357) the excessively
high rate of 104.44 per cent in the act of 1922 is not reduced.
On pliers, nippers, and pincers (par. 361) the rate has gone up
from 60 per cent to 75 per cent, while on breech-loading small
arms it has gone up from 55.40 per cent to 63.88 per cent.

Just why there should be any increase on many of these metal
manufactures in common use by farmers it is difficult to under-
stand—for example, the domestic production of scissors and
shears in 1927 was valued at $4,813,627, while imports were
valued at $279,649 in the same year. Imports were, therefore,
only 6 per cent of the domestic production, yet there was no de-
crease in duty—the duty remaining at 104.44 per cent.

The domestic production of pliers and pincers and nippers
was estimated to be between eight and fen million dollars in
1918, although there are no recent official figures of production.
The imports of these articles in 1928 amounted to only $265,990—
a negligible amount in comparison with domestic production—
and yet the rate has gone up on these articles from 60 per cent
in the act of 1922 to 75 per cent in the Senate bill.

Why should the duty on breech-loading small arms have gone
up from 55.40 per cent in the act of 1922 fo 63.88 per cent in
the Senate bill, when imports in 1928 were only $476,212, as
against a total domestic production of shotguns and rifles in
1927 of $12,559,0007? Our exports exceeded our imports in 1928 ;
exports of rifles and shotguns, which go prineipally to Canada,
Australia, and Latin America, were valued at $1,072,154, or more
than twice as great as our imports of such articles,

Among the farmers' prineipal diversions are hunting and fish-
ing, and it is hard to see why the tariff rates should be in-
creased on rifles and shotguns when we export twice as many as
we import. Moreover, fishhooks and fishing tackle are subjected
to a duty of 45 per cent ad valorem under the act of 1922, and
the rate remains the same in the Senate bill.

Why should there be a duty of 20 per cent on cross-cut saws,
mill saws, and so forth (par. 340), when, as the Tariff Informa-
tion Summary of the Tariff Commission says:

The saw industry has been developed to a higher state of perfection
in the United States than in any other country largely because of the
great domestic market based on the American lumber industry., The
excellence of the American saw is generally recognized in foreign coun-
tries, and the market for it is world-wide. The domestie production of
saws was valued at $22,627990 in 1927, and exports were valued at
$2,105,989, while imports were valued at less than £100,000.

The rate on linen handkerchiefs (par. 1016) goes up from
an equivalent rate of 44.15 per cent in the act of 1922 to 51.39
per cent in the Senate bill,
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The rate on lace and embroidered articles (par. 1529) goes
up from 81.49 per cent in the act of 1922 to 89,18 per cent in the
Senate bill.

The rate on wool wearing apparel (par. 1115) goes up from
gﬁim per cent in the act of 1922 to 70.13 per cent in the Senate

One of the commodities in paragraph 1115, wool wearing ap-
parel, is the wool felt hat for women, which has heen so
popular in recent years. The rate on such hats in 1928 was
56.33 per cent, and a very substantial increase has been granted,
the exact amount of which can not be ascertained because of
the different brackets in the paragraph, but the net result prob-
ably will be to substantially increase the price of women's hats.

Leather gloves have been amply protected for many years,
and yet the rate on such gloves (par. 1532) has been raised
from $4 per dozen pairs not over 12 inches in length, on women’'s
and children’s gloves, the kind principally imported, tu $5.50
per dozen pairs not over 12 inches in length. The average rate
collected on such gloves in recent years has been about 50 per
cent. The effect of this change in the specific duty will prob-
ably be to raise the duty to the vicinity of 6624 per cent on
such products,

The duty on brushes having pyroxylin handles goes up from
60 per cent in the act of 1922 to 120 per cent in the Senate bill
(par. 1506), while the duty on dolls composed of pyroxylin (par.
1513) goes up from 60 per cent to 70 per cent.

The duty on mechanical pencils (par. 1551) goes up from
25162 per cent in the aet of 1922 to 47.62 per cent in the Senate

The duty on pipes and smokers' articles (par. 1552) goes up
from 59.92 per cent in the act of 1922 to 71.46 per cent in the
Senate bill,

The bill also increases rates on many manufactured articles,
as well as agricultural products, even though imports are
negligible.

In this connection I would call attention to the increases on
cornstarch, glass tableware, monumental granite, iron in pigs,
maple sirup, inlaid linolenm, brooms, linseed oil, bricks, mirrors,
plywood, factory butter, oranges, cottonseed, timothy seed,
canned peas, cofton towels, shoes,

These are merely illustrations of the prineciple which runs
through the bill.

BATES ON MANY ARTICLES INCREASED, EVEN THOUGH IMPORTS ARB

NEGLIGIBLRE
Cornstarch—Paragraph 85

The duty on cornstarch has been raised from 1 cent per pound
in the act of 1922 to 1% cents per pound in the Senate bill,
although imports in 1927 were only 7 tons, valued at $747, as
against a domestic production of 506,083 tons, valued at
$32,316,879. Imports are therefore practically zero, and it is
not understandable why there should be any increase in the
duty.

4 Gloss tableware—Paragraph 218

The duty on glass tableware, an article of common use, has
been increased from 55 per cent in the act of 1922 to 60 per cent
in the Senate bill, although imports were only approximately
$1,000,000 in 1927 as against a domestic produetion of approxi-
mately $11,000,000. Imports were therefore about 8 per cent
of the domestic consumption.

Monumental granite—Paragraph 23

The rate has been increased on monumental granite, unmanu-
factured, from 15 cents per cubiec foot in the act of 1922 to 25
cents per cubic foot in the Senate bill, although the imports
were valued at only $213,387 in 1927 as against a domestic pro-
duction of $7,654,932. The value of imports was, therefore,
only 2.71 per cent of the value of domestic consumption.

The rate on manufactured granite has been increased from
50 per cent in the act of 1922 to 60 per cent in the Senate bill,
although imports in 1927 were valued at only $313787, as
against a domestic production of $48,462,006. The value of
imports were, therefore, only sixty-four one-hundredths of 1 per
cent of domestic consumption.

Iron in pigs—Paragraph 301

The duty on iron in pigs—* pig iron ”"—has been increased
from 75 cents per ton in the act of 1922 to $1.50 per ton in the
Senate bill, although imports in 1927 were only 132,568 tons, as
against a domestic production of 8,977,880 tons. Imports were,
therefore, only 1.46 per cent of domestic production.

Maple sirup—Paragraph 503

The duty on maple sirup bas been increased from 4 cents
per pound in the act of 1922 to 6 cents per pound, although im-
ports in 1927 were only 15919 gallons, as against a domestic
production of 4,672,000 gallons. The imports were only forty-
three one-hundredths of 1 per cent of the domestic consumption.
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Inlaid linoleum—Paragraph 1020

The duty on inlaid linoleum has been increased from 35 per
cent to 40 per cent, although imports in 1927 were only valued
at $708,143, as against a domestic production of $19,100,680.
The value of imports was only 3.57 per cent of the value of
domestic consumption.

Brooms—Paragraph 1506

The rate cn brooms has been increased from 15 per cent in
the aet of 1922 to 25 per cent in the Senate bill, although im-
ports in 1927 were only $10,731, as against a domestic produc-
tion of $18,444,912, The imports were, therefore, less than one-
tenth of 1 per cent of domestic consumption.

Mirrors

The House bill calls for an increase in the mirror duty from
86.71 per cent to 45.34 per cent, with our imports of less than
one-half of 1 per cent of our national consumption.

The House bill raises the duty on plywood (imports from
Finland and Russia) from 33.33 per cent to 40 per cent, al-
though imports are only one-third of 1 per cent of national
consumption.

Our imports of factory butter are slightly over one-half of 1
per cent, yet we clap on a higher duty, raising it from 33.3 per
cent to 38.84 per cent. That would seem to settle New England
and Canadian butter.

We import only one-tenth of 1 per cent of our orange sup-
plies, but that one-tenth of 1 per cent must be attacked by
raising the duty from 57.94 per cent to 61.08 per cent.

About the same situation applies to grapefruit.

Our imports of cottonseed are one-tenth of 1 per cent of our
consumption, yet the Hawley bill takes pains to raise the duty
on cottonseed from 21.24 per cent to 32.39 per cent.

Similarly, with timothy seed the import is one-tenth of 1 per
cent, but more protection is called for in the House bill, which
raises the duty from 21.82 per cent to 30.55 per cent.

We must defena ourselves against an import of three-tenths
of 1 per cent of canned peas by raising the duty fivefold, or from
6.46 per cent to 32.73 per cent.

Imports of unsweetened chocolate, somewhat less than one-
half of 1 per cent, are given a raise in duty from 18.55 per cent
to 35.75 per cent.

So of cotton towels, our imports of twelve one-hundredths of 1
per cent are considered a menace against which the tariff wall
is raised from 27.68 per cent to 32.68 per cent.

Our imports of men’s and boys’ shoes are less than one-half
of 1 per cent, but the new bill takes these shoes from the free
list and applies a duaty of 20 per cent. So of the women's and
misses' shoes, taken from the free list and subjected to a 20 per
cent duty because of an import of sixty-seven one-hundredths of
1 per cent of our national consumption.

Let an illustration or two be given: Last year Denmark pur-
chased from us goods to the amount of over $47,000,000. Our
Danish purchases amounted to about $4,000,000. With the bal-
ance of trade already heavily against the Danes, we place a
practical embargo on Danish butter. The Danish butter we ex-
clude is, by a commercial irony, largely the product of corn,
cottonseed cake, and other concenfrates purchased from us by
the Danes. Naturally the Danes are turning for their catile
feeds to German and Russian barley.

Germany purchased from us last year goods fo the value of
more than double her sales to the United States. It would take
a long list to recite the German articles on which we have
imposed tariffs that are well nigh prohibitive.

Similarly, we sold the United Kingdom last year $847,277,000
worth of goods as against their sales to us of $348,435,000. In
proportion as we grow stronger and more powerful we watch
with a more jealous eye the cotton, linen, woolen textiles which
come from Great Britain along with high-speed tools and certain
specialties,

Our imports of Bermuda celery are only three one-hundredths
of 1 per cent of our home production. Another set of thinkers
are demanding a higher duty on eggs in the shell. Under the
existing duty—S8 cents a dozen—we are importing one foreign
egg to about 7,595 domestic eggs that we use. This single
intrusive egg is hardly up to par as fresh eggs go, being a
pickled duck egg from China. Will this Chinese duck egg
break the American egg market?

HIGHER RBRATES ON ARTICLES USED BY THE MASSES THAN ON ARTICLES
USED BY PERSONS OF WEALTH

There are numerous instances of higher rates assessed on
articles used by the masses than on articles of identical use
which are purchased principally by persons of wealth or nrore
than average means.

Some striking illustrations of this are found in the woolen
schedule. The rate on raw wool remains at 31 cents per scoured
pound, as it is in the act of 1922, but the rates on wool wastes—
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the material which is manufactured into the so-called “ shoddy,”
or “reworked wool,” are materially increased.

The rate on wool rags, for example, is increased from 714
cents per pound in the act of 1922 to 24 cents per pound in the
Senate bill. Such an increase must materially enhance the price
of the cheaper woolen fabries. It is a matter of common knowl-
edge that the wool manufacturing industry has been far fronr
prosperous during the past few years. The public is using less
and less wool clothing and the styles in women’s dress have
considerably decreased the amount of woolen dress goods used.

The increase in the duty on wool rags is certainly not caleu-
lated to relieve the situnation for the wool manufacturers. On
the other hand, it may help the woolgrowers by forcing the
manufactarers to use more of the new wool and less of the
reworked wool ; yet, the woolgrowing industry is prosperous at
the present time. The output of wool in the United States has
increased from about 250,000,000 pounds immediately following
the war, to about 350,000,000 pounds in 1928, and prices of wool
and of mutton and lamb have been good.

It seenrs unnecessary to penalize the mass of the people who
use the cheaper grades of wool cloth in order to assist the wool-
growers who are now enjoying a substantial rate of duty on
their product and are in a very favorable position at the
present time.

The imposition of a higher rate of dufty on the cheaper goods
than on the more expensive goods is characteristic of the wool
schedule. The following table showing the imports of wool
blankets illustrates this principle. It will be noted that the
eguivalent ad valorem rate on imports valued at not more than
50 cents per pound was 82 per cent, while it is less as the higher
value brackets are reached. The rate on imports valued at
more than $1.50 per pound is only 55.73 per cent.

The average annual imports under the act of 1922, to Decem-
ber 31, 1927, by value classifications, were as follows:

e Vaige | Bautva- | FIOI™
Wool blankets ¢ Han Value | Duty | per B specifio
) pound “:;{:m rate (per
pound)
Valued at not more than
50 cents per pound. ____ 44,023 | $44,023 [§12, 406 | $0. 348 82.00 $0.284
Valuoed at more than §1
per s R e 150,255 | 111,483 | 76, 801 .T42 68, 89 L8611
Val at more than §1
but not more
$1.50 per pound . _.._.__ 86,135 | 103,073 | 61,817 | L 187 60. 07 L7198
Valued at more than $1.50
per pound. ... 64,650 | 152,100 | 84,761 | 2353 55,73 1.311

The same principle is illustrated by the rates which have been
imposed in the present bill on oriental rugs and carpets (par.
1116). The rate on such rugs and carpets in the act of 1922
was 50 per cent ad valorem. The rate in the Senate bill is 50
cents per square foot but not less than 45 per cent ad valorem.

People of average means have been able to furnish their
homes with oriental rugs in the past few years as they never
have been able to do before. Turkish rugs, for example, have
been sold at retail for $125 for 9 by 12 foot rugs. This has
contributed to the tasteful decoration of the average American
home, and a duty on such rugs will be a matter of concern to
large numbers of American citizens. The duty of 50 cents per
square foot will amount to $54 on a rug of the size mentioned
above, and will probably shut out importations or will raise
the price to a point where the average person will not be able
to afford it. This has been done in spite of the fact that the
domestic production of wool carpets and rugs in 1927 was
valued at approximately $1065,000,000, while the importations
of carpets and rugs of all kinds, including both oriental and
machinemade, were valued at about $20,000,000 or not over 12
or 13 per cent of the domestic production.

FLEXIBLE TARIFF FROVISIONS

Mr. President, the act of 1922, the House bill and the Senate
committee bill, all delegate to the President the power to in-
vestigate the effectiveness of any rate of duty. If he determines
that the statutory rate is too low or too high he may increase or
decrease such rate of duty, not in excess of 50 per ceat of such
rate. He may also change the classification of such article. If
he finds that as yet the domestic and foreign article is not on a
parity he may transfer the ad valorem rate of duty upon the
imported article to the American selling price. In such case he
may decrease the statutory rate of duty not in excess of 50 per
cent, but he can not increase it.

In the 1922 act such investigation is based upon the cost of
production. In the House bill and in the Senate committee hill
it is based upon the conditions of competition. Both these bills
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contain a paragraph defining {le method of ascertaining the
differences in conditions of competition. He may use the cost
of production of both the domestic and the imporfed article, or
the price at which the domestic article is freely offered for sale,
or the price or value set forth in the invoice of the imported
article, or ifs import cost as defined in the act. Also any ad-
vantage granted in a foreign country. These provisions are not
contained in the act of 1922,

The Senate committee Dill also added a definition of cost of
transportaiion. This limits this cost to_that of carrying the
foreign article from arcas of substantial production in the prin-
cipal competing conntry to the prineipal port of importation in
the United States. It alse allows in the case of the domestie
article the cost of transparting the article from the areas of
substantial production fhat can be reasonably expected to ship
the article to the prineipal port of importation into the Unifed
States of like or similar articles.

This provision would be sufficient sometimes to result in a
transfer to the Ameriean selling price. For example, the price
of fhe foreign article, meant for sale in 8t. Paul, is computed to be
$100 free of duty at New York. The competing article—Ameri-
can—is valued in St. Paul, the principal market in the United
States, and where it is produced, at $175. The dutfy is 50 per
cent. The cost of transportation from St. Paul to New York
is $15.

1. Under act of 1922 aud House bill:
Imported article, $100 plus $50 duty, $150.
Domestie arvticle, $£175. -
Increased rate needed,
Imported article, $100 plus 75 per cent duty, $173.
Domestle article or parlty, £175.
2, Under Senate committee bill:
Imported article, $100 plus §50 duty, $150.
Domestie article, $175 plus $15 transportation, $190.
Increase needed.
Imported article, $100 plus 75 per cent duty, $175,
Domestie article, $175 plos §15 transportation, $190.
American valuation needed: _
Domestie article, $175 plus $15 transportation, $100 €a).
Imported article, $100 plus 50 per cent on (a), £195,
Duty too large, needs reduction.
Domestle article, $190,
Imported article, $100 plus 47.37 per cent on (&) or parity, $190.

COST 1N 8T. PAUL
Senato committee bill :

Imported article, $100 plus $15 transportation - oo $205
Domestic article SR i 1
Difference in favor of domestic 30
House bill 3
Imported article, £175 plus $15 transportation e £190
Domestic artiele .- i kD
Difference in favor of domestic L AN

The Senate committee hill doubling this difference.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I have but one observation
which I wish to make with reference to the pending bill, that
it is a bill which, taken as a whole, has less fo commend it to
the favorable consideration of the American people than any
tariff bill which has ever heretofore passed the threshold of the
Senafe.

AMr. SMOOT obtained the floor,

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senafors
answered o their names:

Allen George K]“ﬁ Sheppard
Ashurst Gillett La Follette Shortridge
PBarkley Glass McEKellar Simmons
Ringham t:lenn McMaster Smoot

Hiack Goft MeNar, Steck

Blajne Goldshorough Meteal Steiwer

Borah Gould Moses {wanson
Brock Greene Norris Thomas, Idalo
Brookhart Hale Nye Thomas, Okla.
Broussarid Harris Qverman Townscnd
Capper arrison Patterson Trammell
Connally Hastings Phipps Tydings
Conzens Hatfield Pine Vandenberg
Dale Hawes Pittman Wagner
Deneen Hayvden Ransdell Walcott

Dill Hetlin Reed Walsh, Mass,
Edge Howell Hobingon, Ask, Walsh, Mont.
Fess Jones Robinson, L. ‘Warren
Fleteher Kean Sackett Waterman
Frazier Keyes Schall Watson

The YICE PRESIDENT. Eighty Senators have answered to
their names, A quorum is present. The semior Semator from
Ttah is entitled to the floor.
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Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, repeated assanlis by Democrats
and their allies upon the proposed but still unperfected Repub-
lican tariff bill have a familiar sound. Change the date from
1929 to 1922 and all these attacks harmonize with former anti-
protection eriticisms. Files of the metropolitan newspapers
from June, 1921, to October, 1922, teem with bitter condemnu-
tions and dire predictions from Democratic leaders and other
enemies of adequate protection.

In his campaign address in Boston, October 15, 1928, Candi-
date Hoover called attention to these criticisms and predictions
in the following langnage:

The Ropublican I'arty stands for protection, and on coming Into
power in 1922 it enacled agdin a protective tariff to agriculture and
industey. Every argument urged by our opponents against the incrensed
duties in the Republican tarif act has been refuted by actusl expe-
rienee, It was contended that our costs of production would increase.
Their proplecy was wrong, for our costs have decreased. They urged
that the dutles which we proposed would increase the price of manu-
factured goods; yet prices have steadily decreased.

It was urged that, by removing the pressure of competition of for-
eign goods, our industry would fail in cfficiency., The answer to that is
found in our vastly increased production per man in every branch of
industry, which, indeed, is the envy of our competitors. They asserted
that the enactment of the tariff would reduce the volume of our im-
poris, Yet during the last seven years our total imporls, particularly
of gonds which we do not produce ourselves, bave greatly increased.
They predicted that with decreasing imports it would follow that our
sales of goods abroad would likewlse decrease. Again they were wrong.
Our exports have Increased to unprecedented totals.

In fact, every single argument put forth by our opponents sagainst
ug @t that time bas proved to be fallacious. The tariff written by the
Itepublican I'nrty in 1922 has been accompanied by everything which
our opponents predieted that the tariff would prevent. Tt has heen
accompanied by employment and progperity.

Degpite efforts of the Democratic candidate for President in
the 1928 campaign to quiet fears of business inferests should
the Democratic Party again be placed in power and in control
of the Government, the leaders of the party of theorists, in and
out of Clongress, are again turning their batteries and machine
guns upon the proposed tariff bill long before its several sched-
ules and provisions must be submitted to the Senate, then fo a
conference commitiee, and {finally to both Houses of Congress on
the question of agreeing to the conference report.

ATTACKS LOSING FORCE

These vepeated attacks obviously are losing much of their
foree beciuse ill fimed and premature and serve only to siir
up the country unnecessarily and arouse antagonism falsely. If
there is any “tariff mess” on the eve of debate in the Senate,
it is of Democratic and antiprotection origin. The situation
has marked resemblance to that of 1921-22. Prosperity will
inevitably follow the readjusted tavift of 1929 as was the ease
following the 1922 tariff.

The extra session of Congress was called by President Hoover
to accomplish as muech farm relief as is posgible by means of
legislation ; first through the creation of a Federal Farm Board ;
second, by readjusting the fariff wherever needed. President
Hoover expressed the purposes of this session in the following
langnage, embodied in his message to Congress:

I have called this speclal session of Congress to redeem two pledges
given in the last electlon—farm relief and lmited changes in the
tarie * * % !

In considéring the tariff for other industries than agriculture, we find
that there have been ecomomie shifts necessitating a readjustment of
some of the tariff schedules, Beven years of experience under the fariff
blll enacted in 1922 have demonstrated the wisdom of Congress in the
enactment of that measurc. On the whole, it has worked well * ¢ *
Nevertheless, economie changes have taken place during that time
which have placed certain domestic products at a disadvantage and
pew industries have come into being, all of which createg the necessity
for some limited changes in the schedules and in fhe administrative
clauses of the laws as written in 1922,

It would secm to me that the fest of necessity for revision is in the
main whether there has been a substantial slackening of activity in an
industry during the past few years, and a consequent decrease of em-
ployment due to insurmountable competition in the products of that
industry * * *. What we need to remedy now is whatever sub-
stantinl loss of employment may have resulted from shifls since that
time.

“ Limited changes” in President Hoover's mind doubtless
meant revision in agrienlfural and industrial schedules of 1922
laww wherever investigation revealed a necessity due to unfair
foreign competition, resulting in less domestie activity and less
employment.
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The House previously rejected the McMaster resolution call-
ing for wholesale lowering of industrial tariffs alone, The Sen-
ate refused to limit revision to agriculture. Thus, both House
and Senate were free to readjust the 1922 tariff whenever and
wherever conditions justified changes, either in farm produets or
mannfactured goods. The position of both House and Senate
in the matter of tariff readjustment appears to harmonize with a
fair interpretation of President Hoover's special message.

The Committee on Ways and Means and the Committee on
Finance labored long and industriously to bring about the de-
sired result, having in mind adequate protection under existing
economic conditions. It seems to me the Republican members
of the two tariff-making committees deserve praise, not reckless
condemnation, for their work, regardless of differences of opin-
ion. Judging from the acid comments of some of the Demo-
cratic leaders and their allies, the Republican members de-
liberateiy sought to curry favor with a selected few to rob and
betray indiscriminately. Patriotic and patient efforts to ade-
quately protect all sections, the East as well as the West and the
Sounth as well as the North, manufacturers as well as agricul-
turalists, have been characterized as a gross befrayal of the
people and a wicked bargain with special privilege. A mon-
strously false indictment!

TRYING CONDITIONS

The tariff battle of 1922 was fought under trying conditions
immediately following the World War and the disturbance of
commerce, trade, and rates of exchange. Protection won in the
face of the combined opposition of importers and internationalist
and free-trade theorists. This year these powerful forces are
angmented by enormous private American financial interests in
foreign industries, willing, apparently, fo sacrifice American
welfare and American protection on the altar of international
free trade founded on an international tariff framed at Geneva.
Most of the publicity proclaimed outery against the proposed
tariff has been fostered and promoted by foreign interests and
American interests with a foreign background. Certain foreign
protests recently paraded by the Democrats and their allies were
propaganda from un-American and international sources to
break down protection if possible. The answer is that the tariff
is a domestic matter, and an American tariff must be framed
and put into force by the American Congress and administration,
No foreign country has a right to interfere.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor permit an interruption?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr, SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to ask the Senator if

. he was not strikingly impressed in the hearings by the extent to
which American eapital is investing money in industries abroad?

Mr. SMOOT. I may say to the Senator that I have in my
office a statement showing approximately what the amount of
the investment abroad is, and when it is revealed it is going to
surprise the American people.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Does not the Senator think
that if this continues it is going to result in a different attitude
toward the tariff from capitalistic sources in America?

Mr. SMOOT I have just said o in the statement I made,
and I could extend my remarks along that line in perhaps even
more positive terms.

Mr. President, the United States does not presume to inter-
fere with the tariff policy of any foreign country. Nearly every
country in Europe is emulating the United States in developing
self-sufficiency under a program of protection and attaining
domestiec prosperity. To surrender our national prestige and
power on the altar of internationalism and international tariff
machinery located at Geneva would be a colossal blunder.

SECTIONAL JEALOUSY

The threatened jealousy between the West and the East grow-
ing out of the tariff is nothing new. The same arguments used
now by the leaders in the agricultural West were used in every
tariff battle before and after the Civil War. In the last two
Congresses bitter speeches against the BEast, particularly New
England, were made by western Members, KEconomic history
repeats itself. When industry migrated to the Middle West
and even the far West, the jealousy disappeared and the benefits
of protection were acknowledged. The fact that hundreds of
petitions from agricultural interests in the West and from legis-
latures of Middle West States urging higher tariff duties on
agricultural products is a demonstration that agriculture admits
the benefits of national protection. The readjusted tariff pro-
posed, when perfected, will be a response to agriculture as weli
as to industry crippled by intense and unfair foreign competition.
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It is asserted by some that the increases in rates on agri-
cultural products are more than offset by increases in rates
on manufactured goods. This statement is not justified by the
facts, The ad valorem increases on agricultural commodities
over the 1922 tariff far outweigh increases on manufactured
articles based on 1928 imports. In fact, many of the increases
on manufactured goods are compensatory because of increases
on what might be called raw materials allied to agriculture.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. HARRISON, I will not interrupt the Senator from Utah
if he does not wish me to do so.

Mr, SMOOT. I should like to conclude my statement, and
then I shall be glad to answer any questions the Senator desires
to propound.

AMr. HARRISON. VYery well,

THE TARIFF AND PRICES

My, SMOOT. Mr, President, it is claimed that all these in-
creases in tariff rates on manufactured goods over 1922 add to
the costs of the farmer to the extent of the increase. It was so
stated on this floor to-day. This is a favorite Democratic theme
aud is now freely used by their allies bent upon making the
tariff doubly unpopular with farmers, The claim is based on
the assumption that the price level of commodities is increased
to the extent of the increased tariff imposed, thus adding to the
farmer’s cost of living. This is a fallacy. Between 1922 and
1928 the price level of all commodities including those on the
free list and on the protected list varied, regardless of the tariff.
Prices in general dropped regardless of increases in tariff rates.
The price level has little to do with the tariff. The tariff sim-
ply tends to redunee supply in the domestic market, and to that
extent protects the domestic producer or manufacturer against
unfair foreign competition. 'The tariff acts on price levels only
indirectly. Price never responds directly to the tariff,

It is misleading and, I might add, false to measure either the
benefit or injury of a tariff by the amount of the tariff. It is
confusing and disturbing to tell a consumer of an American-
manufactured article that a tariff of 50 per cent on the foreign
competitive manufactured article adds 50 per cent to the price
of a similar American article. The tariff undertakes to limit
the foreign competition in the American market, but does not
undertake to fix the price of the domestic competitive article.
Seldom is the domestic price raised to the full amount of the
tariff imposed on the foreign article. The price of the domestic
article is determined wholly by domestic competition and cost
of production. Democrats and their allies tell the farmers that
a tariff on manufactured goods is a “tax” which adds to the
price of the arficle the exact amount of the tariff. Also, they
tell the farmers that a tariff on agricultural products is of no
benefit to them because it does not raise the price of farm prod-
ucts. Both statements can not be true,

THE CASE OF SUGAR

Take the case of sugar, which has been referred to here
to-day. The people of the United States consume annually ap-
proximately about 6,000,000 tons of granulated or refined sugar,
About one-half comes from Cuba, about one-guarter from our
insular possessions and Hawali, and about one-quarter is pro-
duced in continental United States. The beel and cane sugar
industry of the United States is very important and must be
protected as far as possible, When the tariff on sugar was
raised in 1922 it was charged by the Democrats and their allies
that the increased duties would cost the American consumers
of sugar anywhere from $100,000,000 to $300,000,000 every year.
Housewives, manufacturers of ecandy and other articles in
which sugar is used were told this startling tale, As a matter
of fact, the retail price of sugar declined and was at the lowest
level between 1927 and 1928. A slight increase in the tariff on
sugar, as proposed, can not add to the per capita cost of sugar
in the United States more than a few cents every vear, if any-
thing. The price of sugar is likely to drop. unless the world’s
production is curtailed. Unless the production shall be cur-
tailed, I say now that the price of sugar will drop even though
a tariff rate of 5 cents a pound were imposed. However, in the
meantime an increased tariff will materially aid the domestie
manufacturers of sugar, will aid the 100,000 farmers growing
sugar beets, and will employ thousands of wage earners. Beet
sugar must be looked upon as an agricultural product, for its
manufacture depends upon the growing of sugar beets. No
seientific or scholastie formula or demomstration by rule can
dismiss from the minds of the public the need of an adequate
protection to American beet and cane sugar.

‘_‘ SCIENTIFIC FORMULAS

Efforts of experts, scientists, and self-constituted groups of
economic professors and students to demonstrate by formula or
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by decinials just how much one group of citizens is “t{axed” or
benefited by a tariff are not only mislieading and deceptive but
practically useless. To divide the eitizens of the United States
into two classes—producers and eonsumers—ecrediting the bene-
fits of the tariff to producers and imposing all the burdens on
consumers, is ufterly futile, because no such separation of our
citizens is possible, All of those outside of jails and asylums
and similar institutions are both producers and consumers,

To undertake to measure the benefits of protection to agri-
culture by multiplying the products of the farm by the tariff
imposed; and to measure the burdens upon the farmers by
multiplying the articles consumed by farmers, by the tariff
placed on the manufactured goods the farmers consume, and
strike the difference between those two resulis is not only un-
scientific but a defianee of all agricultural experience. Yet this
is the method employed by some groups of scientists to demon-
sirate that the tariff injures the farmers more than it benefits
them.

The benefits and burdens of a tariff can not be measured sclen-
tifieally, for the tariff is not a scientific but a business question,
involving labor and wages, competition, and reasonable profit to
capital invested. Manufacturers and producers know more
about it than theorists. An ounce of experience is worth more
than a pound of theory. Ridicule and abuse is futile in the face
of experience and faets,

IXCONSISTENCY

It is rather inconsistent for eritics of the proposed tariff to
charge that it does not carry out the pledges of the Republican
Party to protect agriculture to the same degree that industry
is protected, and ut the same time charge that a tariff does not
and can not protect agriculture because, forsooth, the farmer
has a sarplus. It must not be overlooked that the American
farmers sell from 85 to 95 per cent of their products, with the
exception of wheat and cotton, to American consumers in the
American markets. .

In a campaign speech Candidate Hoover declared that ap-
proximately $£900,000,000 worth of foreign farm products were
imported annually which American farmers might produce. In
liis message to the special session President Hoover said:

An effective tariff upon agricultural products that will compensate
the farmer's higher costs and higher standards of living has a dual
purpose. SBuch a tariff not only protects the farmer in our domestic
market but it also stimulates him to diversify his crops and to grow
products that he could not otherwise produce, and thus lessens his
dependence upon exports to foreign markets. * * ¢ It seems but
natural, therefore, that the American farmer should ask that foreign
aceess to our domestic market should be regulated by taking into
deeount the differences in our costs of production.

_ The proposed tariff, so bitterly assailed by the Democrats and
their allies, raises tariff rates on many foreign farm and kindred
produets in response to the appeals of farmer organizations,
legisiatures, and President Hoover, These farm organizations,
legislatures, and the President thus admit the benefits of the
tariff to the farmers. Furthermore, many of these appeals came
from the States of the Northwest—Minnesota, Wisconsin, the
Dakotas, Nebraska, Montana, and Wyoming—the center of the
sonrces of criticism.
THE FARMER'S MARKETS

Since the farmer’s markets are in the smaller cities and indus-
trial communities scattered all over the country, it would seem
the part of wisdom to keep these thousands of smaller industries
on the road to prosperity rather than submit them to unfair
foreign competition and perbaps ultimate ruin. Protection is
not so much for the big institutions as for the thousands of
smaller ones making hundreds and thousands of different kinds
of commodities and employing wage earners consuming agricul-
tural products, These institutions are essential to the economic
and industrial welfare of the whole United States. To condemn
protection becanse a few gigantie concerns are the beneficiaries
is a narrow view of prolection. As a rule, these few gigantic
concerns are indifferent about protection, sinee they can com-
pete with the world. But how about the thousands that have no
forelgn markets and do not seek foreign markets, depending
wholly on a domestic market of high purchasing power main-
tained by high wages and high living conditions under the shelter
of u protective tariff?

AD VALOREM RATES

Approximately 20 or 25 per cent of the tariff rates are ad
valorem or mixed—that is, a combination of specific and ad
valorem. Assessment of ad valorem rates on foreign or invoice
valuation is admittedly unsatisfactory. It is unjust to the do-
mestic manufacturer, invites undervaluations, and causes loss of
revenue to the Treasury. President Hoover touched on this
point in his special message when he said:
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Furthermore, eonsiderable weaknesses on the administrative side of
the tariff have developed, especially in the valuations for assessmeuts of
duty., There are cases of undervaluations that are difficult to discover.

* * * 1 believe it iz desirable to furnish to the Treasury a sounder
basis for valuation in these and other cases.

In his annual report of 1928 the Secrefary of the Treasury
calls specific attention to many glaring cases of detected under-
valuations. The proposed tariff suggests that the domestic sales
price of the imported commodity be the basis of assessment of
ad valorem duties instead of foreign or invoice value, the de-
tailed changes in ad valorem rates being required to be worked
out by the Tariff Commission and reported to Congress before
January 1, 1932.

The theory that tariff rate should be determined by the dif-

ference in domestic and foreign cost of production has proved
well night impractical, since it is difficult in many instances to
asecertain foreign cost of production. Practically the only thing
an American manufacturer is interesied in is the actual compe-
tition he is commpelled to meet in the American markets. If is
suggested that this, or competitive conditions in the American
markets, be the essential factor in determining the proper rate
of duty. Such a plan, it is believed, will afford the American
manufacturer and producer full protection without the use of
foreign cost of produection. Such a plan, it is believed, will sup-
plement the plan of assessing ad valorem duties on the domestic
sales price of the imported article,
- Obviously, neither the House nor Senate bill is perfect. No
tariff bill is. However, both bills embody the broad principles
of adequate protection. When perfected by the friends of pro-
tection, the bill will fulfill the pledge of the Republican party,
the promise of President Hoover and the Republican adinin-
istration.

The Republican Party during the campaign, and the adnrin-
istration affer inauguration, promised the people a readjusted
tariff to meet new economic conditions since 1922. The pro-
posed tariff, when perfected by its friends, will fulfill the party's
promise. Despite all eriticisms to the eontrary, the proposed
tariff, in the main, meets the requirements of President Hoover
both in regard to agriculiure and indusfry. It gives to the
American farmers a larger proportion of the American markets,
and aids industry only * where there has been a slackening of
activity * * * and a consequent decrease of employnrent
due to insurmountable compefition.” These are the words of
President Hoover in his message to Congress,

The 1922 protective tariff brought prosperity, increased both
exports and imports, caused a sieady increase of the wage level,
and at the same time produced a steady decline in the price
level. The proposed bill simply repairs the slowed-down Ameri-
can industrial activity and impaired American employment.

PLACING THE BLAME

Ii the confusion and suspicion aroused by the Democratic
leaders and their allies in and out of Congress result in altera-
tions on free-trade or low-tariff lines, such as the Underwood
tariff of 1913; if the bill fails of passage because the Denrwo-
crats and their allies are determined to rule or ruin, the respon-
sibility will be placed where it belongs. The people elected a
Republican President and Congress in order that a readjust-
ment of the tariff might be in the hands of the friends of pro-
tection. If that mandate is rejected and defeated by a group
or a section of the eountry, the people will know where to place
the blame,

In his Boston campaign speech of October 15, My, Hoover, the
Republican candidate for President, said:

Those who believe in the protective tariff will, T am sure, wish to
leave its revision at the hands of that party which has been devoted
to the establishment and maintenance of that prineiple for 70 years.

The American people who responded to that appeal will resent
an attempt by the Democrats and their allies to take from the
Republican Party the trust they, the people, imposed in Con-
gress and the President. The Democratic Party, judged by its
vocal spokesman, is attempting to foist another 1913 “ ecompeti-
tive tariff” on the country. The Democratic Party is still a
low or competitive-tariff party. It can not escape from its his-
toric past, written all over the pages of tariff history for more
than half a eentury. It is aided by sectional forces boding no
good to the country. It is abetted by groups of internationalists
who are willing to betray Ameriean interests and surrender the
spirit of nationalism. The Republican Party is the only party
that has ever given the American farmers any degree of pro-
tection. It wounld seem strange for the agriculinral groups to
seek relief by allying themselves with the party that placed
almost every farm product on the free list, or gave farmers in-
adequate protection id 1913.
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I'rotection is as necessary to the United States as it ever
was, It persists regardless of what some call international
eccnomic changes and international finaneial obligations and
exigencies. Powerful forces are at work to break down Ameri-
can protection, They lurk in the international economie confer-
ences held in Europe, in American schools of economics, and in
the cloistered halls of theoretical universities. No greater calam-
ity could come to the United States and our people than blind
obedience to these forces.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Parrersox in the chair).
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr, SMOOT, I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have listened with great interest to the
Senator’s recital of where the President stood last fall. Can
the Senator say now whether or not the President of the United
States iz in favor of the tariff bill as it comes to the Senate?

Mr. SMOOT. I have never asked the President. I know,
however, that the President iz in favor of protection.

Mr. TYDINGS. DBut the Senator says that the kind of pro-
tection he has given is the kind of protection the President ad-
vocates, Therefore he should be able to answer my guestion,

Mr. SMOOT. That is my opinion and I express it now. I
have not any doubt but that the President would sign the bill;
but I have never asked him, nor has he ever told me, and I am
not going to say what the President will do unless I know.

‘Mr, TYDINGS. But the Senator says he has done what the
President says he stands for.

Mr. SMOOT. If I have not, then I have made a mistake.
My opinion is that I have done what he stands for, however,
or that the committee has.

Mr. TYDINGS. May I ask the Senator another question—
just a short question?

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator says his party was given con-
trol of the Government with a mandate from the people fo
enact a tariff along the lines he has indicated. Inasmuch as
his party has that mandate, according to his statement, and in-
asmuch as it has a President in the White House, a majority in
the Senate, and a majority in the House, how in the world ean
the Senator blame it upon the Democrats, who he says are out
of tune with this policy, if the bill is not enacted into law?

Mr. SMOOT. I think the bill is going to be enacted into law.

Mr., TYDINGS. But the Senator said that if the bill fails
the blame will be placed upon this side of the aisle, How can
he charge us with failure when his party is in power in all
branches of the Government?

Mr. SMOOT. Perhaps I ought to modify my statement by
saying that three-quarters of the blame will be on the other side
of the aisle.

Mr. TYDINGS. What does the Senator mean by * the Demo-
crats and their allies ”?

Mr. SMOOT., Those who will vote with them on this bill,

Mr. TYDINGS. Ah! Then the Senator means Republican
Senators who are out of accord with the Senator’s position?

Mr. SMOOT. Who are not in favor of the bill; and I am
talking now on the tariff question.

Mr. TYDINGS. So the Senator's theory is that if a party
is intrusted with power and given a majority in both branches
of the Government, if a portion of the party in power do not
care to accept the policy outlined by the Senator, the fault is
not in the lack of unity in his party but rather in the unity of
the Democratic Party?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not go that far.
lack of unity on both sides of the Chamber.
think.

Now, Mr. President——

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SMOOT. Just a moment. At the close of the speech
delivered by the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Simmons], the Senators who listened to it were rather of the
opinion—at least I was—that the agriculturists of this coun-
try were not in favor of the rates we have imposed on agricul-
tural products. He criticized them severely, saying they were
altogether too high,

I hold in my hand a document addressed to the Members of
the United States Senate, dated September 8, 1929, signed by 12
representative farm organizations and representatives of the
farm interests of this country. This document complains rather
bitterly that the Finance Commitfee has not increased the rates
more.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What is the date?

I think there is a
That is what I
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Mr. SMOOT. The date is September 8. It is not very long:
perhaps I had betier read it. I do not know whether the
Senator from Mississippi has received a copy of it or not.

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, yes; I read it this morning; and it
has been put into the Recorp already to-day. Under the Re-
publican economy program it might be a good idea to put it in
the Recorp again, and following out the charge of delay to us,
the Senator might read it.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator wants to go on now with his
speech, and I am perfectly willing that he should: but T will
say to the Senator from Massachusetts, and to any other Sena-
tor who desires to know just what it is, that this document is
already in the Recorp—although I think everyone here has
received a copy—and I would like very much to have Senators
who want to know what it contains read it in the Recorp
to-morrow,

Mr. HARRISON.
cludes——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah vield
to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I was through,

Mr. HARRISON. I am quite sure the Senator does not want
to leave a wrong impression on those who have heard him.
Wotild the Senator have us infer that he has not conferred with
the President relative to this tariff bill?

Mr. SMOOT. The rates in this bill?

Mr. HARRISON. As to any part of this tariff bill.

Mr. SMOOT. Absolutely not.

”M;-. HARRISON. FHe has not discussed even sugar with
m £

Mr, SMOOT. I have not mentioned the sugar rates to him.

Mr. HARRISON. And he has not mentioned sugar to the
Senator?

Mr. SMOOT. He has not. .
hMr. HARRISON. There is no candy split between them,
then?

Mr, SMOOT. No: the retail candy people, who are making
more than a hundred per cent on every pound they sell, did not
ask for anything.

Mr. GEORGE and Mr. FLETCHER addressed the Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield ;
and if =0, to whom?

Mr. SMOOT. I am through,

Mr, GEORGE. I desired to ask the Senator whether he had
received a second letter from the farm group; that is, from Mr,
Chester H. Gray, representing the farm bureau, which appears
in the press of this morning?

Mr. SMOOT, Chester H. Gray's name is on this list to which
I have referred.

Mr. GEORGE. That is, the letter of September 8%

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr. GEORGE. All T wanted to know was whetlier the Sen-
ator, the chairman of the Finance Committee, had gotten the
second lefter from Mr. Gray. .

Mr, SMOOT. No; I have not.

Mr. GEORGE. In view of some of the statements made by
the Senator in his prepared address, perhaps it might not be
amiss to ask whether or not Mr, Gray i3 correct in his second
letter, and since the Senator did not receive it, let me read a
little of it:

According to Mr. Gray the weighted average ad valorem rate on
agricultural produects has been increased from 28.34 per cent in the
act of 1922 to 32.60 per cent in the Finance Committee bill, or a rise
of 4.26 points, while the welghted average ad valorem rate on indus-
trial products has been increased from 38,18 per cent to 43.83 per
cent, or a rise of 5.60 points.

The welghted average in the Senate bill on industrial products is
11.23 points higher than the rate on agricultural products, he says,
while in the act of 1922 this difference is 9.84 poinis—an increase of
the spread between industrial and agricultural protection in the bill
of 1,39 points.

When simple averages instead of welghted averages are used, Mr.
Gray added, the excess of industrial over agricultural rates is shown
to be 15.16 peints and 16.98 points in the act of 1022 and in the
Senate bill, respectively, an Increase of the spread between industrial
and agricultural protection of 1.82 points.

Some days ago the Senator reminded the Democrats and the
country that general speeches would not be indulged in, but
that he and his conferees would be prepared to answer with
facts and figures. To-day the Senator, in his prepared address,
warns us against the pitfalls into which we will be bound to
tumble headlong if we listen to anybody reciting decimals and
points and figures and things of that kind; and he takes oceca-
sion to say to us that the tariff is not a scientific but is a

Mr. President, before the Senator con-
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business proposition, and that an ounce of experience is worth
a great deal of theory.

Let us take occasion to say to the chairman of the committee
in all kindliness that nobody has ever disputed that the tariff is

an effective instrument and ald to those to whom it is given, |-

We are quite businesslike enough to know that it is a business
proposition; but if it is a -business proposition, and if the
Senator is going to answer us with facts and figures, as he
told the country he would, and if Mr. Gray’s figures, contained
in his second letter, are at all correct, I want to ask the chalir-
man of the Finance Committee if he has not widened the dis-
parity between the agricultural and the general industrial
groups of the country. Mr. Gray's figures indicate it,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have not seen the figures to
which the Senator nmow refers. I will, however, look at them
just as soon as I have an opportunity.

Mr. GEORGE. I want the Senator to look at them, because
if we are to be answered by facts and figures, these facts and
figures contained in the second letter certainly ought to have
the respectful attention of the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee.

Mr. SMOOT. They will, and I will say that the weighted
percentage averages are quite different from the percentage rates
that are imposed on each paragraph. The weighted averages
comprehend all of the articles together, and then a compilation
is made as to what the correct percentage rate is on all. There
may be a very high rate on an article while there is a very
small amount of importation of that article; there may be a
very low rate, with a great quantity of imports, and the weighted
average would not give the average percentage rate as usually
used.

Mr. REED. If the Senator will yield for a suggestion——

Mr., SMOOT. T yield.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GEORGE. I thought I had the floor; I asked the Sena-
tor from Utah a question. But I yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. REED. May I suggest that I think the trouble comes
in the selection of commodities ealled “agricultural”? There are
a number of products clearly agricultural mixed in the sched-
ules where they would not at first blush be expected to be found.
For example, casein, which is clearly a product of skimmed milk,
and an agricultural produect, occurs in the chemical schedule. A
number of other products, like raw wool, are clearly agricultural,
and yet they are in the schedule that deals with manufactures of
wool, which are clearly not agricultural.

1 took the figures a week or so ago and tried to cull out
the purely agricultural items from the other schedules, and I do
not recall the exact figures, and I would rather not give them
from memory anyway, but my recollection is that the weighted
average showed that the percentage of increase on the farm
products was more than twice as much as on the products. of
our mines and our factories. I will get the exact figures and
put them in the Recorp. I think that is where Mr. Gray is
wrong. I respect Mr. Gray and the ability with which he has
urged his case, but I am perfectly certain that the figures he is
using are not correct.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, will the Senator from Georgia
yield just in this connection?

Mr, GEORGE. I yield.

Mr., SMOOT. I want also to call the Senator's attention to
the fact that certainly as to the weighted productions, Mr. Gray
has not taken into consideration the agricultural products, the
rates on which are increased, which go into a manufactured
article, and thereby result in a raise in the rates on manu-
factured goods. Mr. Gray has not taken that into consideration.

Mr. GEORGE. I am commending the communication to the
Senator. He read the first letter from Mr. Gray, and I am call-
ing his attention to the second letter, and I am now taking
occasion to say that Mr. Gray gives not only the disparity
between the average protection given to general industrial
products and agricultural products, but he gives the simple
averages between the two groups.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Georgia permit me to make an inquiry at this
juncture?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I would like to ask the Sen-
ator from Utah, who has referred to the efforts of his com-
mittee to apply the principle of the tariff to the agriculturalists
of the country, if he believes that the rates levied upon agri-
cultural products in this bill will increase the prices of agri-
cultural products to the benefit of the farmer?

Mr. SMOOT, As to most of them, they will.
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Does he believe the duties
leviéd in this bill will increase the prices to the consumer of
manufactured products? .

Mr, SMOOT. In some cases, yes; in other eases, no.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then the statement which
has been accredited to the Senator in the press, that the tariff
duties do not increase prices, is not true?

Mr. SMOOT. In somre cases they do.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts, So the Senator admits that
these rates will be effective in certain instances in increasing
the prices to the consumers of agricultural products, but that
these rates will be effective in other instances in increasing the
prices of the industrial produets? :

Mr. SMOOT. Perhaps I can explain in this way: Some of
the importers, as was stated by the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Couzens] yesterday, bring in goods on which they make
profits ranging all the way from 300 to 1,200 and 1,500 per cent,
and a great number of such articles were exhibited in this
Chamber during the consideration of the act of 1922,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I did not want to delay the
argument of the Senator from Georgia. I simply wanted to
know whether the Senator from Utah thought these tariff
duties would be effective in increasing prices to the consumers,
both as to agricultural products and nranufactured products.

Mr. SMOOT. I can answer in this way, if they do increase
them, it will give the farmer here the absolute market, because
the foreigner will have to pay the extra tax.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The only way you can help
the farmer is to increase the price of what he produces. Is not
that true?

Mr, SMOOT. That is true.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And that is the reason why
you have levied in this bill tariff duties for the benefit of the
farmer, to increase the prices.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. I think the inerease in the duty on butter,
for instance, is going to increase the price of butter in the
United States. I think the increase in the duty on.peanuts is
going to give the farmer raising peanuts a benefit. I have no
doubt about it. But there are many commodities as to which
the foreigner can cut the price he already enjoys; but, of
course, he wants to make as much money as he can.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator has in mind the
sweeping statement attributed to him in the press, has he not,
the sweeping statement that tariff duties do not increase prices;
and the Senafor does not agree with that statement?

Mr. SMOOT. On some things, of course, they do or else they
would not be effective. In other cases they do not.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thank the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Florida [Mr. Frercuer]? He has
been trying for several minutes to obtain recognition.

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield now to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. FLETCHER. I wanted to ask the Senator from Utah
before he got away from it, though it ig rather late now, this
question: I would be glad fo have his comment on the state-
ment which has been submitted to the Senate and to Senators
generally signed by a number of associations, The Senator has
referred to it in some way, but he made no comment on it. I
want to inguire whether he is in sympathy with the views ex-
pressed in that document or whether he controverts and dis-
agrees with those views?

Mr. SMOOT. There are some rates asked for in the docu-
ment with which I do not agree. I have not read it clear
through. It was handed to me while the Senator frem North
Carolina [Mr. Siarmons] was addressing the Senate. Glancing
hurriedly through it, I am quite sure some of the rates should
be granted and others certainly should not be granted. 1 could
not say offhand which they were, because I have not studied it
carefully,

Mr. FLETCHER. I have seen the document and it impressed
me as being a strong document, and I wanted fo have the Sena-
tor’s comment on if.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Geor-
gia permit me to ask the Senator from Utah a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield for that purpose?

Mr, GEORGE. I do.

Mr. HARRISON. A good deal of the speech of the Senator
from Utah was directed at some of the Democratic Members of
the Senate, criticizing them for having said that some of the
rates on agricultural products would not be effective. Did not
the Senator, in his report on the bill, say that many of tha
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rates on agricultural products were mere paper rates and
useless?

Mr, SMOOT. 1 was referring to the statement made by the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SiMMmoxns]. On some of the
items referred to by him I could not agree with him at all.

Mr. HARRISON, But there are many increases carried in
the bill and many tariff duties laid upon agricultural products
that are not worth anything, according to the Senator. Is not
that the idea?

Mr. SMOOT. I would net say that. Some claim the tariff
on wheat is not effective. It is effective at times, and at times
it is not effective. There is no question about that.

Mr. HARRISON. What about corn?

Mr. SMOOT. Corn is exactly the same.

Mr. HARRISON. What about barley?

Mr. SMOOT. On barley it is effective.

Mr. HARRISON, Does the Senator recognize the language
which I am about to read? Here is a statement which the
Senator himself, I presume, phrased in 1910, The Senator will
recall that in 1910, when he was one of the great leaders of this
body. he, together with other distinguished Senators of that
time, were appointed on a committee to investigate the rela-
tions of the tariff on agricultural produects and what effect it
had and whether it was of any benefit. On that committee with
the Senator from Utah was Mr. Gallinger, Mr. Lodge, Mr.
Crawford, and Mr. McCumber, the latter being one of the co-
authors of the last monstrosity of tariff legislation. Those
Senators I know worked hard. The Senator no doubt will bear
me out in that statement, because they were all industrious
Senators. In the report which the Senator from Utah and
those Senators signed I find this statement:

The tariff on the farmer’s products, such as wheat, corn, rye, barley,
cattle, and other livestock, did not and could not in any way aflect the
prices of those products.

S¢ the Senator has changed his opinion?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I have not. At that time that was true.
At times now it is true, and in the future it may be true as to
those very items. I admitted it here.as to corn. It is very
seldom it is effective as to corn, although the corm producers
appeared before the eommittee and said it is effective at times.
We all know whether it is effective on wheat. Sometimes it is
effective; sometimes it is not effective. If we should raise
1,500,000,000 bushels of wheat in this country it would not be
effective at all. But if we had to import wheat, and if we did
not produce the amount of wheat that would be consumed, it
would be effective at once.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. When did that condition exist?

Mr. SMOOT. 1t has not existed except during such times as
there was a shortage in the world's erop.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. When was the time we ever im-
ported any wheat?

Mr., SMOOT. Nearly every year.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, yes; we import a limited
amount of high-grade protein wheat; but how much?

Mr. SMOOT. I have not the figures here.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is 18,000,000 bushels,

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; and sometimes a great deal more than
that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana,
total of 600,000,000.

AMr. SMOOT. Yes; I signed the report referred to by the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Georgia yield to me to enable me to ask the Senator from Utah
a uestion?

The VICE PRESIDENT.
¥yield for that purpose?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from Utah stated that some of
the agricultural rates are useless paper rates. I want to ask the
Senator what object was attempted to be served by the majority
members of the Finance Committee in giving to the farmers a
large number of useless paper rates in the bill?

Mr. SMOOT, I want to say to the Senator that they wanted
an increase over and above the present rate on wheat, for
instance. I do not think it will do them any good.

Mr, BARKLEY. I am not speaking of wheat,

Mr. SMOOT. And corn and rye,

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator said in reply to a question of
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harnison] that a large num-
ber of agricultural rates are paper rates and vseless. I want to
find out what was in the minds of the majority members of the
Finance Committee when they put in the bill rates that admit-
tedly are paper rates and of no benefit whatever to the farmer.

It is 18,000,000 bushels out of a

Does the Senator from Georgia
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Mr. SMOOT. I ean not say anything more than I have
already said, that wherever there is an overproduction in the
United States and we are compelled to export, under ordinary
circumstances if we have to go to the world market with our
surplus we will get the world price.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I think the Senator answered the
question when he said the rates were given because they were
asked for.’

Mr. BARKLEY, T suppose, too, the question was answered
by interviews which the Senafor gave to the newspapers, in
which he said that many of the rates on agricultural products
Were mere guesses.

Mr. SMOOT. O, that is mere newspaper talk.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. Presidenf—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to add that I think one of the
reasons why the majority gave these admittedly useless rates
to the farmer was that they hoped to mislead and deceive him
into believing that they were conferring upon him certain great
tariff privileges. Then another reason for it was that they
could go to the farmer and say, * We have greafly increased
the average rate imposed upon your articles. We have added
9 or 10 per cent,” I believe it is claimed, “to the agrieultural
rafes earried in the House bill or in the former tariff act, while
we have added only 3 or 4 per cent to the rates on finished or
manufactured products. We have done better by you than we
have done by the industrials.”

Mr. BARKLEY. Even though it is only on paper.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; even though it is only on paper it
enables them to make a showing.

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator for the accuracy of
his answer.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 desire to ask the Senator a question,

Mr. GEORGE. Is it a question that the Senatir from Iowa
wishes to ask me or the chairman of the Finance Commitfee?

Mr., BROOKHART. I wish to ask the chairman of the
Finance Committee a guestion.

Mr. GEORGE. I think in behalf of the chairman of the
Finance Committee I will decline to yield any further until I
ga\'e made a very brief statement, and then I will yield the

00T,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Georgia declines
to yield further.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I had not intended to address
the Senate this afternoon, but I wish to call the attention of
the chairman of the Finance Committee to the latest statement
made by Mr. Gray, in which he gives the average ad valorem
weighted average rate of protection to general industry and to
agriculture. Since the question of the effectiveness of agricul-
tural rates has been referred to by the chairnman of the Finance
Committee and has entered into the general discussion, I am
going to ask permission to enter in the Recorp not the whole,
but portions of a report made by Professors Hibbard, Commons,
and Perlman, of the University of Wisconsin, with the assist-
ance of a staff of economists and statisticians, excerpts from
which have, of ecourse, been given the public from time to time.

First, I want to offer and ask to have inserted in the REcorp
Table No. 2 of the compilation. Table No. 2 gives the average
farm cash income from specified crops and livestock enter-
prises from 1923 to 1925, inclusive. It is a very helpful table.

Then I offer Table No. 3, which gives the number of farms
reporting specified crops and classes of livestock for the same
period. 1 call attention to the fact that the total number of
farms is given as 6.371,640. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The tables referred to are as follows:

Tasre I1.—Average farm cash income from specified crap and livestock
enterprizes, 1923-19251

Average cash income
Commodity
Amount Per cent
(million of total
dollars)
Cotton and seed_____. . 1, 692 17. 66
Dairy prodocts..___ 1, 885 16,02
Hopgs: - e S b g 1, 145 1195

! Source: U. 8. Department ol Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
Division of Statistical and Historical llesearch, Washington, D. C,
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TanLe II.—Average farm cash income from specifled crop and livestock

enterprises, 1923-1925—Continued

Average cash income
Commodity
Amount. | por g
(lion | 275
Beef and beef cattle. 802 237
Wheat m 8o7
Corn 450 4.70
Eggs. .o 334 3.49
Trock crops...... o4 2,85
To 268 2 80
Potatoes 26 2.56
Farm forest products 180 1.98
ay 183 191
o e S TR 167 L75
Poultry. 159 1.66
Apples. 152 158
Bheep. 135 1.41
Calves. . 133 139
Woolio_. 90 L4
Bugar and sirup crops.. 88 .02
Legume seeds..._. B35 .89
Oranges._._. 72 =15
Other fruits g : ;g
rapes.... S b
Flax..__ 50 .53
Barley. . 44 .46
Rice._. 42 W44
Rye 30 Fr ks
NulRe L 2 23
Grapefruit. . 14 .15
Lemons___ 13 14
All other 264 276
Total... 9, 580 100. 00

TasLe IIL—Number of farms reporting specified crops and classes of
lvestock *

[Total number of farms, 1925, 6,271,640]

Number of
Per cent
Commodity producing of total
Cotton and seed 1, 931, 307 30.31
Dairy products 3, 728, 587 58, 52
Hogs..._.. 3,618, 624 56.79
Beef and beef cattle. 2,061,925 32.38
Wheat.. 1, 300, 402 20. 41
Corn.__. 4, 195,922 65. 85
Eggs 5, 505, 617 86.41
Truck crops¥__ =
Tobaeco...... 396, 352 6.2
Potatoes. .. 2,323, 810 86.47
Farm forest prodocts?.
Hay 3, 588, 209 56.32
Oats__ 2,172, 29 84.00
Poultry 5, 505, 617 86.41
Apples._. s 2, 082, 226 46,80
Eheep. 430, 738 68.76
Calves?_ =
Yool et L 430, 738 6.76
Bugar and sirup crops 146, 786 230
Legume seeds?. ._.._...
Oranges. 57, 065 .90
Grapes 1,459, 218 22.90
Fiax__._. i 104, 4056 164
Barley. .. 347, 521 5.61
Rice. ... 11, 476 .18
Rye 230, 196 3.61
Nuts._. 281,171 3.6
Gra t 21, 865 .
L 15, 852 .25

1 Bource: Department of Commeree, Bureau of the Census, United Btates Census
of Agriculture, 1925,

?Not reported separately.

Mr. GEORGE. Then I wish to offer Table No. 5 in the com-
pilation in which these distinterested economists indicate the
effectiveness of the rate of the present tariff as applied to farm
products.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The table referred to is as follows:

TapLe V.—Effectiveness of the present tariff:

Commodities on which the tariff is fully effective: Flax, olive oil, soy-
bean oil, sugar, and wool.

Commodities on which the tariff is partially effective: Buckwheat,
butter, casein, milk and cream, sheep, lamb and mutton, swiss cheese,
and wheat—high protein wheat only.

Commodities on which the tariff is ineffective: Barley, blackstrap
molasses, cheddar cheese, coconut oil, corn, cotton and jute, cottonseed
oil, eggs, oats, rye, wheat—other than high protein.

Mr. GEORGHE. I commend this table to the attention of the
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor]. The table shows that

CONGRESSIONAT RECORD—SENATE

3553

on all of the farm products and related livestock products the
rates of the present tariff act are found to be effective only on
flax, olive oil, soy-bean oil, sugar, and wool—aside from sugar
and wool perfectly negligible products so far as total domestic
farm production is concerned, with the further exception of flax
which may be produced in greater quantity.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator mean that a duty on nuts,
raigins, fruit, figs, potatoes, and tomatoes has no effect upon
prices here?

Mr. GEORGE, I am reading to the Senator the result of
the investigation of these economists.

Mr, SMOOT. OL, the professors that I referred to?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes; they are professors.

Mr. GEORGE. I hope the professors will survive the
Senator’s reference to them. These economists, with a very
able and capable staff of statisticians, have said that the pres-
ent tariff is effective only on the five enumerated farm and
livestock products. These same economists say that the tariff
is partially effective upon an additional list which I am about
to read and that list includes buckwheat, butter, casein, milk
and cream, sheep, lamb and mutton, Swiss cheese, and the
high protein quality in wheat which, as the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Warsa] has stated, represents something like
IS,OOtD,OOO bushels out of the total annual production in this
country,

The same professors say that the tariff is entirely ineffective;
that is, that it is entirely nomeffective on barley, blackstrap
molasses, cheddar cheese, coconut oil, corn, cotton and jute,
cottonseed oil, eggs, oats, rye, and wheat other than a small per-
centage of the wheat that contains a high protein content,

Mr. President, whatever the Senator from Utah may think of
these professors, and however much he may deride them, they
have made a disinterested study of the tariff and have given
their reasons for their conclusions; and since something derog-
atory to professors in general has been injected into the debate
by the Senator, I am going to ask that this entire compilation
stating the reasons upon which the conclusions are based shall
be printed in the Recorp, with the exception, of course, of the
foreword and of the tables which I already have asked to have
included in the Rrcorp, and with the exception, also, of the
biographical sketches of these very eminent scientists who have
furnished this disinterested study to the country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DALg in the chair). Is
there objection to the request of the Senator from Georgia?
The Chair hears none.

The matter referred to is as follows:

AGRICULTURAL TARIFFS

(Statements based on investigations under the direction of Benjamin H.
Hibbard, John R. Commons, and Sclig Perlman, of the University of
Wisconsin)

I. FIBERS
Wool

Tariff effective: It is proposed to raise the duty on scoured wool from
81 cents to 34 cents per pound. If this is done, it is likely that the
American wool producer will receive the full benefit of the 3-cent
increase in the duty.

Under the present rate the woolgrowers in Texas, Montana, Wyoming,
Utah, California, Ohio, etec.—6.8 per cent of the farmers—are getting
an annual average benefit of $48,000,000. Under the proposed rate they
will probably get $47,000,000, a total additional benefit of $4,000,000.
These amounts include the benefit derived from * pulled wool,” since the
tariff on live sheep of $2 per head is effective as a wool tariff and not
as a mutton tariff.

The effectiveness of the wool tariff can be seen by the fact that during
the last eix years the price of scoured wool in Boston averaged 26 cents
higher than in London. If allowance is made for differences in grading
and transportation costs, amounting to 5 cents, it is found that the
present duty of 81 cents is fully effective. The Increase of 8 cents per
scoured pound should also be effective in the future.

In order that the woolen mills may be able to sell their product in
competition with foreign producers they are protected against foreign
competition on manufactured wool by compensatory duties designed to
offset the increased cost due to the tariff on wool. In addition, it 18 now
proposed to give to the manufacturers, on about one-third of our woolen
imports, an extra ad valorem rate over and above this compensatory
duty.

Cost to consumer: The revenue of the Government from the imports
of wool, woolen goods, and other woolen materials averages $69,000,000.
This amount, added to the farmers’ benefit of $43,000,000, increases the
total annual cost of wool and woolens about $112,000,000. To this

S
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must be added the increased cost on all shoddy, mungo, and other wool
substitutes domestically produced and consumed, or about $18,500,000,
together with the carrying charges of interest, insurance, and taxes,
probably $6,000,000, making the cost to the ultimate consumer approxi-
mately $131,500,000.

Tariff not pyramided: The wool passes through geveral hands before
it reaches the ultimafe consumer in the form of clothing., These are the
wool buyer, the spinner, the cloth manufacturer, the clothing manufac-
turer, and the retailer, all of whom add these increased original costs to
their expenses. It is claimed also that they obtain inereased profitz by
reason of these increased tariff costs; and it is generally estimated that
the original cost of the tariff, $131,500,000, is marked up and snow-
balled or pyramided until it costs the ultimate consumer over
£300,000,000.

But we do not find that this total mark-up has been effective. In the
present period of depression of the woolen industry many manufac-
turers have been unable to pay the usual dividends or even, at times, to
cover the costs. Others have greaily increased their efficiency, thereby
reducing costs.

The consumption of men’s woolen clothing has fallen off since 1925
on account of the high prices of garments, Lower-priced woolen gar-
ments had to be made, with some reduction in quality. Rayon and silk
have been substituted for wool in women's wear.

Since 1925 the tariff costs have not generally been pyramided, as
alleged. All of the costs, including the increased tariff costs, have been
in part distributed among producers along the line, instead of falling
wholly upon the ultimate consumers. The proposed increase in the tarift
adds a proportionally heavier burden on the industry and on the
CONSUMErs,

Raw cotton and jute

At the present time both cotton and jute are on the free list. Al-
though cotton growers have asked for a tariff on long-staple cotton and
raw jute, these commodities have been continued on the free list in
I R. 2667. It is doubtful whether the duties requested would be of
any benefit to the cotton growers.

Largest agricultoral export: Cotton is by far our largest agricultural
export. The production of cotton during the past five years has aver-
aged about 15,000,000 bales, of which approximately 47 per cent has
been exported. Since cotton is so decidedly on an export basis, it is
almost universally recognized that the tariff can be of no benefit what-
ever to the cotton producer of the South.

Since cofton fibers vary in length and quality, cotton is graded
aceordingly. The efforts of those desiring to aid the cotton farmer
through the tariff have been directed toward increasing the price of
long-staple cotton and increasing the demand for the lower grades of
domestic short-staple cotton, They expect to accomplish the former by
a duty on imported long staple and the latter by inducing the substitu-
tion of the cheaper grades of eotton by a duty on jute,

Long-staple production exceeds consumption: Our domestic production
of long-staple cotton is abont 700,000 bales annually. Our imports of
this grade during the past four years have averaged nearly 265,000
bales 'aunnal]y. Our eéxports of long-staple cotton have averaged 715,000
bales, thus leaving abont 250,000 bales for domestic consumption.

Long-staple cotton is produced in the Mississippi Delta region, the
8alt River Valley in Arizona, and small alluvial regions in Arizona,
New Mexico, and California. The chief consnmers of long-staple cotton
are the rubber tire, the thread, and the fine yarn and fine cotton goods
industries.

1t iz expected that a tariff on long-staple cotton will compel domestic
users to cease importation of these grades from Egypt and other
countries and use domestic long staple in its stead. Even though
imports of long staple be entirely excluded and domestic long staple be
substituted, there would still be about 450,000 bales of long staple to be
sold on the-export market. It is doubtful, therefore, whether any benefit
could be derived from this duty. It is argued by manufacturers that
this substitution would not take place. They contend that they would
be obliged to continue importations of Egyptian cofton because of its
superiority for their purposes. Since there is no tariff experience,
except a short period in 1921-22, on which to base conclusions, it is
impossible fo say to what extent this substitution would take place.
Hven though the substitution should be complete, domestic producers
would still have the problem of controlling their production of domestic
long staple which would still remain on an export basis.

Cotton and jute substitution: The purpose of the proposed duty on
raw jute is to encourage the substitution of cheaper grades’of cotton
where jute is now being used.

Jute is a soft fiber obtained from the jute plant in India. It can not
be raised in the United States. The United States takes from 65 to 75
per cent of India's exports. The fiber is soft and pliable, easily spun,
from 4 to 8 feet in length, cheaper than cotton, and makes a good,
strong material for the manufacture of burlaps and bagging. It is also
used for covering cotton bales, cordage, and twine, caulking water pipes,
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upholstery, insulation work, and the manufacture of twilled jute ecloth.
The preponderant use of jute iz found in the field of agriculture, which
uses from 60 to TO per cent of our consumption, and where burlap bags
and wrapping enter into the marketing of many products, particularly
potatoes, Pacific coast wheat, cotton, mill feeds, sugar, and fertilizers.

We have developed a domestic manufacturing industry which exports
jute manufactures to many nations, although most of the burlap is
manufactured in India. The consumption of jute and jute products has
been constantly increasing.

During 1928 jute averaged about T cents and cotton about 19 cents
per pound. Should a tariff on jute force the substitution of cotton
bags, it is estimated by the United States Tariff Commission that the
cheapest cotton bag capable of competing with jute bags for ordinary
use will cost close to 20 cents as compared to about 12 cents for jute
bags. 3

Farmers chief users of jate: If the duty on jute is made sop high as
to force the substitution of cotton, the cotton growers will receive the
benefit of this increased demand and any additional costs resalting from
such substitution will be borne by the public, chiefly the farmers, If,
on the other hand, the rates are not made high enough to foree this
substitution, consumers will pay higher prices with no benefit to the
cotton growers. Moreover, gince cotton growers and other farmers use
from 60 to 70 per cent of the jute produets consumed in this country,
they will be obliged to pay the major part of any Increased cost
Should jute imports be prohibited, India would be obliged to turn to
cotton production on a still larger seale. This in turn will replace
a large part of our foreign demand for cotton. It is doubtful, therefore,
whether this duty would be of any substantial benefit to the cotton
producers. -

Because of these and other facts the subeommittee on flax, hemp, jute,
and the mannfactures thereof recommended that jute be allowed to
remain on the free list. This committee stated that a jule duty would
have *a detrimental effect on the old and well-established domestie
jute manufacturing industry "—and that *“evidence is insufficient to
prove conclusively that the benefits which might aecrue to domestic
cotton growers and cotton manufactorers would be such as would justify
the higher prices and this added cost which would inevitably result.”

1. SUGAR AND BLACKSTRAP MOLASSES
Bugayr

Inasmuch as H. R. 2667, passed by the House of Representatives,
fixes the rate on sugar at 2.4 cents per pound (equivalent to 2.5682
cents on a refined basis), we are now able to calculate the probable
effects of this duty.

Cost to consumer Inecreased: The present duty on Cuban sugar is
1.7648 cents per pound on raw sugar, which is equivalent to 1.8875
cents on refined. However, the actual wholesale price for granulated
sugar for domestic use in New York City averaged during 1927 and
1928 2.058 cents per pound higher than that sold for export, This
measures the amount of the tariff paid directly by the purchaser of
gngar. When this amount finally reaches the retail purchaser it is
angmented by about 12 per cent to 2.305 cents per pound. The pro-
posed increase in the tariff to 2.4 cents per pound on raw sogar (2.5682
on a refined basis) will, acecording to the same computation increase this
burden from the present 2.303 cents to 3.068 cents per pound.

Domestic production small: There has been a tariff on sugar since
1789, This duty has been used for both revenue and protection. The
purpose of the protective tariff is to aid the domestic industry, American
beet and cane producers, however, produced only 18 per cent of our
total consumption in 1928, our Island possessions 32 per cent, and Cuba
the remaining 50 per cent.

Sngar producers benefit : In so far as the tariff helps to increase the
price of sugar, it aids the domestic industry. The domestic beet and
cane interests favor the increased duty because they hope to incrense
the price of their product so as to make a better return on their invest-
ment and encourage domestic beet and cane production. The present
duty on sugar has been effective in raising the relative price of sugar
above what it would be without the tariff. Assuming that the full
benefit of the duty is passed back to the growers, the American farmers
are getting an annual benefit of about $43,000,000 from the present
tariff. Under the proposed tariff this benefit will be increased to
$£59,000,000 annually.

Distribution of burden: The tariff duty must be paid by the Ameri-
can purchaser of sugar. There is, however, some question whether
the duty is paid by the ultimate consumer or whether it is absorbed by
manufacturers of products in which sugar is used. It is estimated
that from 60 to 75 per cent of the sugar vsed in the United States
is consumed directly in the home. The remaining portion is used by
manufacturers, bakers, hotels, and other dispensers of food products.

According to the above caleulations, every consumer of gugar pays

approximately 2.205 cents per pound, as a result-of the tariff, on the
sugar which he purchases at retail, and the manufacturer pays at
least 2.056 cents per pound on the sugar which he purchases at whole-
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gale, It is practically impossible to ascertain Ly measurement whether
all or any partienlar portion of the latter amount is passed on to the
eonsumer, This additional cost must, however, be borne by some one.
Other conditions remaining unchanged, if the manufacturer is to make
the same profit which he made prior to the fariff, he is obllged to pass
on fhis duty te the consumer in gome form,

The present sugar duty cost the American public about £289,000,000
during the year 1928, The average farm family consumes about 405
pounds of sugar annually in all forms; the urban family about 432
pounds, On the assumption, which is earried through the following
etlcnlations, that in the long run the sugar tariff is paid by theé con-
sumer, the annual cost of the present sugar duty is equivalent to about
§4 per farm family and about $10 per urban family. The present tariff
burden will thus be increased nearly $4 per family, making the annual
total cost to the American public $384,000,000, or abont $13 per farm
and $14 per urban family. To the extent {hat (he duty is absorbed
by the manufacturer the actual burden on the family Is decrcased.
The total burden to the Naton, however, remaing the gane,

Burden double the revenue: The Federal Government, however, de-
rived an average annual revenue of $135,000,000 duoring the seven
vears 19221928, This is equivalent fo less than one-half the cost to
the consnmer. The propesed tarll will net the Government $160,000,000
annually, if imports do not decrease, and will cost the consuming public
an additional $95,000,000, or a fotal of $084,000,000,

Net loss to all farmers: Less than 8 per cent of the American
firmers get about $43,000,000 annually under the present tariff;
and all of the farmers pay about £60,000,000, a net loss of $17,000,000
to all farmers. Under the proposed tariff a few farmers will ot about
$59,000,000 based on present production. All farmers will pay nearly
277,000,000 in increased priecs. This tariff, therefore, represents a net
Joss {o all farmers of $18,000,000 per year,

Islands greatcet beneficiarles of sugar duty : Sugar is admnitted free of
dufy from Hawaii, Porto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the Philippines.
Imports from Cuba are subject to a duty 20 per cent less than the
full-rate duty to which all other foreign countrics are subject.

The original intention of the protective tarifl was, however, {p henefit
Ameriean producers. The present sugar duty has been of greater benefit
to the island producers than to the American industry. These island
producers now obtain an annual benefit of about $75,000,000 hased on
1928 production. Under the proposed rates they will probably get a
benefit of $103,000,000 or an inercasc of $28,000,000 on the basis of
1028 produoction, It is so well recognized that the island producers are
the chlef beneficiaries of the tariff that the American sugar beet interesta
have urged some Umitation on froe importation of sngar from these
KOUTCes.

The bounty plan: In an attempt to aid the domestic beet industry,
withoat at the same time compelling the American consumer to make
this large contribution to the island producers, it has been suggested in
Congress that the domestic indostry be alded by a bounty of 2 cents
per pound to be pald direetly to domestic producers,

If a bounty of 2 cents per pound had been pald on domestically pro-
duced sngar, it wouid have cost the Government nearly £46,000,000 in
1828, In addition to this the Governmont would have had to forego the
collection of some $118,000,000 enstoms revenue on cane sugar im-
ported in that year. Thns, the real cost under the bounty plan in 1928
would have been approximately $164,000,000 as compared with a cost
of nearly $289,000,000 under the present tariff. The American people
might thus have saved approximately $125,000,000 under the bounty
plan. This plan would, however, tend to deflate the island producers.

A gugar bounty law was In eperation in thix country from July 1,
1891, to Augnst 28, 1894 The act of October 1, 1890 (26 Stat. 567),
entitied “An aet to reduce the revenue and equalize dutles on imports,
and for other purposes,” provided for a bounty of 2 cents per pound to
domestic producers of sugar. This act continued in effect until super-
seded by the tariff act of 1894, Under the bounty provision, according
to annual reports of the Secretary of the Treasury, a total of $29,783, -
603.40 was paid to the eane, beet, sorghum, and maple sugar producers
of this country.

Blackstrup molasses

Buenefit to corn growers doubtful : The Corn Belt furmers have asked
that the tarif rate on blackstrap molasses be increased from one-sixth
cent per gallon to 8 eents per gallon. The new tarlff bill as passed by
the House of Representatives May 28, however, made no change in the
rate. Contrary to the expectations of the Corn Belt representatives, the
gain to corn growers due to any Incredase in duty is extremely problemati-
cal, while it wonld result in higher prices for alcohol and aleohol
products,

Blackstrap meolasses, prior to 1914 considered largely as waste, 18 now
a usefal by-product of the sugar industry. BSince the World War, tech-
nical methods bhave been developed by which this material can be con-
verted into industrial or ethyl aleohol. Comsequently plants have been
eonstrueted on the seaboard or im other favorable locations for the
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otilization of molasses, about two-thirds of which is Imported from
Cuba. To-day approximately 85 per cent of the industrial aleohol used
in this country is made from blackstrap.

Inereased use of corn for aleohol unlikely: It Iz contended {hat a
high tariff on blackstrap will compel the alecchol manufacturers to sub-
stitute corn for melasszeg, thusg increasing the demand for corn by about
40,000,000 bushels and excluding the importation of some 200,000,000
gallons of molasses from Cuba. While this argoment sounds plansible
on ilg face, there are several factors which will hinder if not entirely
prevent thig shift from taking place. These factors are:

{1} The manufacture of alcohol from corn iz a more expensive process.
Fifty-=even of the sixty plants in operation during 1928 were fiited to
convert the sugar present in molagses into alcohol. In order fo use
corn a3 A raw material, those plants would have to equip themselves
with facilities for first converiing the starch in corn info sugar. This
would Involve the expenditure of considerable sums of moncy for equip-
ment, and would at the same time increase the cost of producing aleohol
by adding to the capital charges, making an additional process necessary,
in addition to the use of & higher-prieed raw material

(2) The freight eharges to bring corn to the seaboard plants will
be a lurge part of the toial cost, since most of the existing aleohol
planig are located on or near the seaboard outside of the Corn Belt.

(#) The produection of aleohol from zoft wood waste and by syn-
thetic methods, now being done on a small scale, will be enconraged.
Teo-day there are at least four ways in which alecobol may be produced
without the use of a sugar or starch rubstance as the raw material
A small incentive is all that Is needed to induce men to start the pro-
duction of aleohol by these new methods.

(4) Some plants will continue 1o nse domesiieally produced molasses
and molagses admitted, duty free, from our insular possessions. It
is possible that gbout balf our present consumption of hlackstrap
molaszes might be furnished by our domestic prodocers and our in-
sular possessions. To the extent that cheap molasses was available,
the use of eorn would not be stimulated.

In the face of all these facts bringing elemenis of uncerlainty into
the alevhol fudustry, it is quite uulikely that the aleohol producers
would rebuild their present plants or open new ounes nearer the supply
of corn. Molusses would continue to be used as the chief raw material
in the manufacture of aleohol, and synihetic methods now in actoal
nse would gradoally be developed. The corn farmer, therefore, can
expeet little or no benefit from a tariff on blackstrap molusses,

111, GRAINS
Wheat

Migh protein wheat benefited by duty : The present tariff on wheat is
42 cents per bushel. No increase is being requested. Since 25 per
cent of our annual crop 1s exported, ihe price Is fixed In the world
matrket. Due, however, to grading, the tarif 2 of some benefit to the
growers of high protein wheat.

Prior to the tariff the only wheat which was imported was the high
protein wheat grown in Canada, Bince the tariff of 1922 only one-
tenth of 1 per cent of our total eonsumption has been imported. The
average effectiveness of the tariff since 1922 is appreximately 0.8
eents per bushel on one-half of the hard wheat, which is 26 per cent
of our tofal production. This gives an annual average benefit of
£17,600,000 which goes chiefly to farmers in three States—Montana,
Kansas, and North Dakota, Since wheat is a billion-dollar crop, this
beneflt is only abont 2 per cent of the total value. For reasons men-
tioned below, it is doubiful wheiher this is o nef henefit to the eniire
group of wheat farmers.

Protein content now recognized : To mest people, wheat is wheat,
But to the miller who must make the flour which the bakerles and the
American housewife will buy, wheat is distingnishable inte harder and
softer grades. There are at least five distingnishable classes of wheat—
Hard Red Winter, Soft Red Winter, Hard Red Spring, White Wheat.
and Durnm. These are further distinguishable into grades according
to protein content. The reason for protein recogmnition s that the
miller hag found from experience that fn order {o make a dependable
flour which will give an even-textured and well-raised loaf of bread.
he must either use all hard wheat or a mixture of hard wheat with
soft, since the harder wheats have the higher protein content. Until
recently elose atlention was not given to grading by the buyer, so that
a farmer who bad a lew-vrotein wheat probably got a3 much ag the
one having wheat of a high protein content, Now the millers pay a
higher price for the high protein than they do for the lower-protein
wheat. In this sense, therefore, the increased benefit aceruing to the
hard-wheat growers Is due partly to the greaicr aitention paid to
clasgification and to the resultant lower price which other wheat
growers are getting for thelr product.

Production eontinues above comsumption: In view of the futility of
tariff aid, some hope has been expressed that the American wheat grower
will get the benefit of the tarif when domestic consumption catches up
with production. If this should happen, the price of American wheat
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. would not be fixed upon the world market at Liverpool, but in the
tariff-protected American markets. There ig little evidence, however,
to indicate that this expectation will be realized in the near future.

The production of wheat in the United States since the war has
averaged 804,000,000 bushels. Present indications are that this pro-
duction will, if anything, increase. Domestic consumption averages
597,000,000 bushels, while the balance of 207,000,000 bushels, or about
25 per cent of the total crop, is exported either as wheat or flour. There
is little prospect, therefore, that domestic consumption will soon egual
production.

Looking abroad, conditions are mo better. The foreign market seems
to be decreasing, due to the prohibltive tariffs being placed by Germany,
France, and Italy against American wheat and the increasing produc-
tion in those countrles as well ag in Russia, Canada, and Argentina.

Flag

Duty effective : Flax Is one of the farm products on which an addition
to the present tariff will help the grower. The proposed addition to the
tariff of 23 cents per bushel should yield the flax producers additional
benefits amounting to about $£3,500,000.

This benefit will go chiefly to farmers in the States of North Dakota,
Minnesota, South Dakota, and Montana, The cost will be borne directly
by the 32 linseed-oll mills in the United States located principally at
Minneapolis, Buffalo, and New York, and indirectly by the consuming
publie.

Under the present tariff of 40 cents per bushel (this rate was in-
creased to 56 cents per bushel by presidential proclamation on May 14,
1029) on flaxseed the annual total benefit to the flax growers, 1.6 per
cent of the farmers of the country, is equivalent to $5,600,000, or $53
per farm. Under the proposed tariff of 63 cents the benefit would be
iocreased to $9,100,000, or $88 per farm.

Inecrease beneficinl : Bince flax Is imported, the present tariff is effec-
tive both as a revenue measure and for purposes of protection to the
local grower. Although the duty is now 40 cents, our western growers
get a benefit of only 25 cents per bughel. This is due to the fact that
it costs them approximately 15 cents more to get their seed to the
Buffalo market than it costs their competitors in Canada.

It is not possible to estimate exactly how much the farmer will get
if the tariff Is increased to 63 cents as proposed; but it seems likely
that he will get at least 15 cents per bushel additional benefit, upon
which basis the preceding estimate is made,

Production increases slowly : While in Russia, flax is grown both for
the straw to be used for linen and the seed for linseed pil, the chief use
of flax in the United States is for crushing the seed into linseed oil,
During the past five years we have produced 54.2 per cent of the total
flaxseed used, importing the balance from Canada and Argentina. We
also import a small amount of linseed oil which is equivalent to a pro-
portionate amount of flaxseed. Due to the fact that flax can not be
grown continnously on each farm, the production can not be increased
at a very rapid rate. Thus, unlike butter, there is not mueh likelihood
that the production of flax will be increased sufficlently to make the
tari® ineffective.

While the proposed increage in the tariff is arousing both Canada
and Argentina, it is a case in which the increased duty will be of
benefit to the flax farmer. This benefit will be balanced by the increased
cost to themselves and all other farmers who buy paints, varnishes,
linoleum, oilcloth, patent and imitation leather, printers' ink, putty,
soft soaps, and other linseed products.

Corn

Duty ineffective: The present tariff of 15 cents per bushel on corn
is practically ineffective. The proposed increase to 25 cents in the
House bill will likewise be of no benefit to the corn producers.

Although corn is our largest domestic grain crop, it yields a rela-
tively small cash income to the farmer. This is due to the fact that
84 per cent of the crop is used directly on the farm for animal and
poultry feed. About 10 per cent enters into the organized corn markets,
Our corn imports are insignificant—seven one-hundredths of 1 per cent
of our corn production,

Corn price dependent on pork: The bulk of the corn which is used
by the farmer as feed finally enters the world market as hog products
and is, therefore, dependent upon the price of pork and lard. The
greater portion of that which enters the channels of trade directly, on
the other hand, is converted into corn meal, corn oll, cornstarch,
glucose, grape sugar, and allied products, all of which are also on an
export basis,

Any attempt, therefore, to raise the relative value of corn in the
United States will be unsuccessful in the near future unless the value
of the direct products of corn can be increased, This Is difficult because
we export 28,000,000 bushels of corn and corn reflnery products, and
a billion pounds of pork and lard, which is equivalent to 165,000,000
bushels of eorn. The corn which enters the hog market alone consists
of 40 per cemnt of our total annual production.

Pork and lard are in competition with foreign producers and are,
therefore, definitely on a world market basis as our competitive system

\{:t present organized, Unless, therefore, some means is devised to

.\\
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raise the price of pork and lard, the tarlff on corn Iz destined to be
ineffective,

The corn-liog ratio: Corn illustrates well the interdependence of
farm prices. There appears over a period of years a quite definite
relationship between corn and swine prices which is called the corn-
hog ratio. This ratio varies with relative changes in quantities of hogs
and corn.

During the past 25 years, with the exception of the war period, at
the average prices prevailing, the corn-hog ratio has been approximately
11.25 to 1. This means that 11,25 bushels of corn will buy 100 pounda
of live hog. If hogs are worth $10 per hundredweight, corn at this
ratio would be worth about 90 cents per bushel.

As the price of hogs rises, the farmer increases his production, with
a resultant rise in the demand and price of corn. But the quantity
of hogs which the meat packers can profitably convert into pork and
lard depends upon the prices which these products will bring in Euro-
pean markets. These prices are in turn related to other meat prices.
Since the price of corn is dependent primarily on the price of meat
animals and since meat prices are determined in the world market,
there is little possibility that a tariff on corn can be effective.

Barley \

Since 1922 the duty on barley has been 20 cents per bushel. The
evidence shows that the American farmer has thus far received prac-
tically no beunefit from it, except during the exceedingly short feed
crops in 1924. Although an increased rate was requested, no change
was made in the House bill,

Barley is produced chiefly in Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota,
South Dakota, and California. Approximately 75 per cent of the bar-
ley produced is consumed within the county in which it is grown as
feed for livestock. The balance is marketed in Minneapolis, Milwaukee,
Chicago, Dulutb, and Omaha. The 15 per cent surplus which is sold
abroad is sufficient to make the price of barley in the United States
dependent upon European buyers. The duty 1is, therefore, without
effect.

Oats

The duty on oats is practically without value to the farmer.

Inasmuch as the price of oats is dependent upon the world market,
the present duty of 15 cents per bushel has not been effective. With
the exception of a few months in 1924, the price of American oats has
not been any higher than that of the competitive Canadian crop. No
increase in the rate Is proposed by the House,

While oats ranks third among the cereal crops of the United States,
it constitutes only 1.7 per cent of the fotal farm cash income. This
is due largely to the fact that about two-thirds of the crop is used by
farmers for horse and livestock feed. The chief benefit to be derived
by the farmers from a rise in the price of oats, even could it be accom-
plished, would be only on the third which they sell for commercial
purposes. They do nof, of course, receive any real benefit from a rise
of price of that portion of the product which they themselves use.

Rye

The duty on rye is practically without value to the farmer.

In spite of the fact that 48 per cent of our total crop of rye is
exported, representatives of the farmers asked that the present import
duty of 15 cents per bushel be increased to 80 cents. This request
has not been granted. There are no rye imports. There seems, there-
fore, to be no occasion either for the present or increased duties,

Prior to the war, rye production averaged 38,000,000 bushels an-
nually. During the period 1923-1027, it averaged 55,000,000 bushels,
of which an average of 26,000,000 bushels was exported. The price of
rye has accordingly been fixed in the world market, Since the propor-
tion of the domestic production exported Js increasing there ig no
reasonable basis for belleving that import duties can be of any benefit
whatever to the producer of rye,

Buckwheat

One hundred and fhirt}' thousand buckwheat growers, mainly of
New York and Pennsylvania, who produce over one-half the total buck-
wheat crop of about 14,000,000 bushels annually will benefit somewhat
from the proposed tariff increase. The House bill increases the tariff
on buckwheat from 5 to 12 cents a bushel. The total tariff benefit will
be negligible because there is no natural, well organized buckwheat
market ; and prices depend largely upon local conditions.

The United States, since 1921, has been definitely on an import basis,
Virtually all imports of buckwheat originate in Canada. Large amounts
of Canadian buckwheat have entered this country from 1922 to 1925,
inclusive ; 360,000 bushels were imported in 1924 and 220,000 bushels
in 1925, During this period buckwheat prices received by New York
producers exceeded, on the average, the prices of Ontario, Canada, by
28 cents a bushel. In 1926 and 1927 this margin of New York over
Ontario decreased to 12 cents and imports dropped off sharply.

IV. LIVESTOCK AND PRODUCTS
Cattle and beef

At present there is a duiy of 134 cents per pound on cattle weighing
less than 1,050 pounds, 2 cents per pound on cattle weighing 1,050
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pounds or over, and 3 econts per povml on fresh beef and veal.
ratég were enacted in the Fordney-MeCnmber Act of 1922,
the period 1913-1H20, thege commorlitics were on the freo Hst.

The tariff bill, passed by the House of Representatives May 28, 1920,
chunges thege rates to 2 cenfs per pound on eattle weighing less than
800 pounds; 214 cents per pound on cattle welghing 800 pounds or
ovér, and G-ceots per pound on fresh heef and veal.

Present duty effective: The existing rates have been effective since
they were enpcted. The nverage anpuoal benefit to eattle malsers from
this teri® Las been about $£270,000,000, based upon production of beef
cattle during 1926, 1927, and 1928, On the basls of federally in-
epected cattle (in which case accorate statistlcs are available) the
benefit 15 $181,000,000 annually, Since It Is esthmated that federally
Ingpeeted eattle compelse only sbout two-thirds of the {otal, this
amount bns been augmented accordingly to £270,000,000. This bencfit
fa equivalent to abopt §147 per produclng farm. The per capita cost
to consumers avernges abont £2 anoually.

Proposcd duty partinlly effective: It should be noted that the rates
proposed on beef are 100 per cent higher than thuse now in effect, while
the eattle rates sare inereaged by a much smaller percentage. The
beef rates should make the importatiom of fresh meat prohibitive.
Some live eattle may, however, contlnue to come In'under the proposed
rates, 8o long as beef prices remain high. The change in live eattle
clagsification will have a tendeney to stop the importation of
* fepdders "—enttle imported from Cannda by American farmers for
fattening In this country. It appears that the propesed Increnses
will be parilally cffective in the immodiate future. Whether or not,
however, they will continne to be beneficial for any length of time is
prablematical.

Factors determuining future efectiveness of the fariff: The future
elfect of the tarlf will be determined by the nature and extent of the
variatlons of ibe rclation between the supply and demand for beef,
This relation is extremely complex amd subfect to 6 great many lmit-
ing factora. The most significant of thesc are the following:

1. The trend of domestic predoction and comsumption.—Whether
American eattle and beef will be sold on a domestie or world market.

2. The beefl cycle— Whether preduction is stable, increasing, or de-
creasing.

3, Domestie competition among producers.—Whether dowmestic com-
petition 1s such ns to maintain or undermine the higher domestic price
even though we do not go on an export basis,

4, The elasticity of demand.—The extent to which the consuming
pablie will pay higher prices for becf before substituting other foods,
especially pork, which {8 now on a world market.

These factors are discussed helow.

1. The trend of domestic production and eonsumption.—Boof is now
on the border line betwern a domestic and a world market. The future
effectiveness. of the toriff, therefore, depends partinily upon whether
the trend of beef production and consumption puts us on a world or
domestie hasls.

Prior to 1010 tho United Btates not only gatisfied its own needs Lut
exported beef. During the period 1910-1928 we have sometimes been
on a deomestic and other times on an export bagis, Slnce 1920 we have
beon importing bLeef and bee! anlmnls. As explained below, the tarlff
hag been effective during the latter perlod. Should, however, produc-
fion agnin increase so as to put our beef ppon no world market, as pork
now Is, the tarllf will become inelfective,

At present Argentine enttle and beef are excluded by guarantine
wiich was made effective Jaunary 1, 1927, Cured and canned beef,
bowever, Is still Imported from South Amerlea. Ouor {mports of live
cattle and beef have, however, come chlefly from Canade. During the
period 1014-1820, when both of these products wore on the free list,
our imporis of live eattle were 841 per cent and fresh beef and veal
1.2% per cent, the total being 4.42 per cent of our total slaught. Dur-
Ing thiz entire period there was a fendency for Canndian and English
prices to equal and even go above American prices. However, s soon
ng the Fordpey-McCumber blll was enacted, imports were cunt in half.
During the period 1022-1828 imports of live eattle were only 1.73 per
cent and frosh beef and veal 0,44 per cent, the total being 2.17 per cent
of our slanghter,

A8 a result of high beef prices Imports agaln increased in 1027-1028
to shout 4 per cent of our own sluughter, There was also a marked
rise In the American price sbove the Canadlan and English prices
directly following the cunactment of the present tarift law,

The nbove fignres show that the proposed increases in duoty, if totally
prohibitive, will exclude imports of from 2 to 4 per eent of our own
slaughter, Sinec Imporis vary with prices the effectiveness of the
tarift nlzo warles.

Onr exports Lave declived faster than our lmports. During the
perlud of the present tariff (1922-1928) exporte bave decllued to
¥ per cent of our slaughter as compared with 5.1 per cent In the
period 18141921, This decline In both imports and exports shows that
damestic beef production and eonsumption are hocoming more nearly
equal o that we are now on the border line between an importing ami
an exporting Lasis,

Those
Puring
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2. The beef cyele.—The trend will determine the effectivensss of the
duty over the long-term foture. The beef cyele, however, will condl-
tlon its effectiveness over relatively sliorter perlods of time,

In the past the production of besf has moved In a cyele of approxi-
mately 106 yeare. For example. the number of beef animals -on the
farm Increased steadily from 1913 to 1919 and then decreased from
1920 to 1928. Allowing for off-setting faclors, priees tend to move
inversely with the beef eyele, During the past three yenrs prices of
cattle have heen steadily rtising. It 8 expected, however, that the
present stage of the beef cyele will soon terminate and that aaimais on
the farm will begin to inerease In number.

This eyele tilustrites the lag In the adjustment of production to pidces.
This Jag is dne to physleal factors, namely, the time required to breed
avfl bring additional animals to matorlty. ®hould the eyele of boef
production tnrm definitely npward undor the impetus of present high
prices, 1t iz poasibla thot the tarif wlll become logs effectlve i the
immediate futmre,

. Domestle competition among producers—It is generally acknowl-
edged that the tariff will be ineffective if production increases sufli-
ciently to put Amerlean beef on the world market, as i3 now the cnse
with pork. It ig not always seen, however, that tho tarilf may become
inefective evon though all domestie production is sold on the domestic
market.

#hounld we be entirely on a domestle basls, there are three possible
situntions : The tariff may be (1) folly effective, (2) partially effective,
(3) ineffective.

The eonditlun which will actually prevail will depend upon Internal
competition among prodoecrs, If prodoction Iz restricted the {ariff
may remain fully effective as In thé case of wool. If prodoction in-
creases moderately, the tarifl may be only partiaily effective, as is now
the cnse with butter, If production inereases greatly, the tariff may
become [neffective as in the case of mutton,

4. The elnsticity of demand: In addition to the effect of the afore-
mrntlions] factors, tho effectivenesa of the beef and catile tariff Is con-
ditioned by the amonnt of beef that consumers will buy at wvarions
prices. This iz called the eclasticity of demand for beef. All of the
cattle produced can be sold at some price. Under normal econditions the
priee obtained por pound Inereases as production deeresasas, These price
variations are not direet and simple—they are dependent upon many
other factors, among which are the condition of business, the level of
prices, the patlonal Income, hubits of consumption, ete.

Produeers often assume that If they are getting a high price for their
produeta they ecan increase (heir profits by increasing thelr output.
They soon find, howewer, that as production lnercases they are obliged
to lower thelr prices In order to secll the inereased output. In 1022, for
instance, the price of beef averaged about 14.9 cents and per eapita con-
sumption was 68 pounds. During 1928 the price of beef and veal aver-
aged 21.0 cents and we were able to sell enly 68 pounds, or 10 pounds
per capita Jegs than in 1922, These conditlons lead to the following
questions to which only an approximata answor can be attempted —this
unswer, however, being based upon past experience;

A, If we exclude all Canadlan eattle and beef, how much highes price
will be paid for the present remainlog domestic beef produetlon thrungh
tiie next fow years?

B. Can the presont price be malntilned if domcestie beef production
increases?

A. Bascd upun the experfence of 1026-1028, If the price of beel were
ralsed 8 cenis por pound, the proposed Incresse In the duty, eonsumpilon
would fafll from about 65 pounds (average comsumption of this period)
fo 06 pounds annoally. Henee, net all of the preseul beef production
coukl be sold at an increase of 8 cents in the price. This fs substin-
tiated by the fact that since 1926 becf prices rose considerably, the per
capita consumption has decrensed gbout 8 pounds. Packers algo com-
plaining that they have dificnlty in disposing of beef profitably at present
prices. From this we may conclude that the additiensl tariff is not
likely to be toilally effeetive.

Bhould the tarlfl keep out all impurts, the domcstie price would be
totally dependent upon domestic production. Based upon prices and
clianges In per capita c¢onsumptlon during the past three years, it
appears that the total domestie production conld be sold at about 1 cent
per pound higher thun present prices.

B. During the perind 1020-1928 cousumption has fallen 13 pounds
por eapita whila prices of beef and yeal have fncreased 5.2 cents per
poumd or fur cvery 1.5 per cent increase in the price consumption fell
1 per cont. These figures apply only within a narrow range. If, then,
domestic produetion sbould increase by abeut 10 per cent, prices would

| probably fall abont 156 per eent,

Eggs
Duty lpeffective: The present tariff on eggs in the shell is § conts
per dozen, on frozen eggs O cents per pound, snd on dried eggs 18 cents
per pound., The bill recently passed by the House of Representatives
changes the frst two rates to 10 and 8 cents, regpectively, and leaves
the duty on dried eggs unchanged, These rates will have practically
po elfect on domesiic egg prices,
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No other form of livestock or crop I8 so widespread In the United
States as the keeplng of chickens. Chicken keeping as an agricultural
enterprise is earried on by 90 per cent (5,505,617 out of 6371,640)
of the farmers. Poultry and poultry products make up 5.1 per cent of
the average cash income of the farmer, as compared with dulry products,
which compose 16 per cent, and with livestock, which compose 23.2 per
cent. Chickens are kept laorgely as a small side line to prodoce food for
the fumily and pocket money for grocery (rade. 'The estimated annnal
value of eggs and poultry is, one year with another, greater than the
estimnted valuc of the wheat crop.

Our Imports of eggs 1n the shell in 1028 were less than two-liundredths
of 1 per cent of domestic produetion. The present tarif has had no
discernible effect on these egg prices, and it Is lkely that tledaggeascd
rate will alse be without effect. e

Dried and frozen egge: In 1821 our Imports of dried eggs were
11,000,000 pounds, imports of frozen eggs were 25,000,000 pounds. In
1928 these lmports were 0,000,000 and 15,000,000, respectively. This
sliows that the tariff caused imports of dried eggs to decrease by
2,000,000 pounds and of frozen eggz by 11,000,000 pounds. Sloce dried
and frozen egge are required for industrial use, thongh they are inter-
changeabls to a limited extent, these decreased imports were more
than supplied by the frozen-egg indusiry in the Uniied States, which
at the same time jocreased its productlon by 83,000,000 pounds. This
has resulted in the substitution of ospproximately 16,000,000 dozen
domestie for an equivalent smount of foreizn eggs, which ig but eight-
tenths of 1 per cent of our domestle production, This substitution
has probably had a tendency to strengthen the domestic price.

Diied egzs are used by manufacturers of prepared cake and pasiry
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The 10 Btates having the largest number of swine are Towa, Illineis,
Migsourl, Nebraska, Minnesotn, Indlana, Ohio, Bouth Dnkotn, Kansus,
and Georgin. In 1028 the value of hogs on farms and elsewhere in the
United Btates was $740,000,000, while the eorresponding value of beef
wits §400,000,000 and of beef eattle £910,000,000,

The heavy domestic production of hogs, our large pork and lard ex-
ports, and the fallure of the domestic price to stay above the foreign
price all point to the conclusion that neither the present nor proposed
duties on pork and pork products are of any substantial benefit 1o the

i ag these duties have practically no eir[vct on

hog pr ESLE h
prices, they do not increage the cost to the consumer,

BIIEEP, LAMB, AND MUTTON

Increased duty ineffective: The present tariff on sheep is $2 per head ;
on fresh lamb, 4 cents per pound ; on fresh mutton, 234 conts per pound.
The duties proposed In the bill which recently passed the House are $3
per head, T cents, and 5 cents per pound, respectively.

These changes will be practically of no benefit to the sheep producers.

Our imports of gheep and lambs come chiefly from Canada. They are
equivalent to about 1 per cent of our annual production,

Iraports and prices seasopnl: While the tariff covers both sheep and
lambs, the bulk of our slaughter consists of Inmbs, Lamb prices are
subject to both cyclieal and seasonal movements, The eyelleal move-
ments cover a period of approximately 10 years. They are due, among
other factors, to changes in lamb production, The sensonil movemoent
consists of a gradual rise in prices beginning about March. The peak
is reached about June, from which peint priees decline until about Octo-
ber. The relation between Chlcago and Canadian lamb prices is not

flour. All drled eggs are imported from China; 8,660,902 pounds im-
ported In 1928 represcnt about 1 per cent of our domestic produoction.
The present tarl® has not resulted In the establishment of a dried-egg
Industey In this conntry.

Frozen eggs are shipped into the United Btates from China. Before
being shipped they are hroken, prepared as whites, yolks, or mixed eggs,
placed in contalners, and frozen. These eggs are used chiefly by
bakers. Our imports in 1928 conslsted of 15,000,000 pounds, which
is only 11 per eent of our domestic production of frozen eggs, Should
these Imports be entirely excluded, a market would be furnished for
only 14,000,000 dozen of low-grade cggs. This would be equlvalent to
an iucreased demand for cggs equivalent to one-twentieth of 1 per
cent of pur present prodoction.,

Bince egg prices are contingent vpon so many other factors, it is
difficult to measure the effect of such a slight Increase in demand. It
appenrs, however, to be negligible,

Pork

The rates of duty now In effect on hogs and pork products are those
enacted by the Fordney-McCaomber Act of Beptember, 1922, The present
duty on swine Is one-half cent per pound ; fresh pork, three-fourths cent
per pound; beeon, hams, shoulders, and other pork, prepared or pro-
served, 2 cents per pound ; lard, 1 cent per pound; lard compounds and
substitntes, 4 cents per pound,

I, 1. 2667, which recently passed the House of Representatives,
raises the duty on swine to 2 cents per pound; pork, fresh, chilled. or
frozen, to 2Y eents per ponnd ; bacon, hams, shoulders, and other pork,
prepared or preserved, 3%, cents per pound; lard, 8 cents per pound;
lard compounds and lard snbstitutes. 5 cents per pound.

Dty inellective: The present rates have practically no effect on
the price of Lhogs and hog products In the United States, The proposed
aites, mnlthough more than 100 per cent higher, are also destined to
be of no benefit to the pork producer, Not only has the tarif falled
to increase the American prices above those prevalling in Cauvada aod
Great Britain but the price of pork and, especlally, lard hag gencrally
remiined lower In the Ameriean than in the forelgn markets. This ls,
of course, whatsmay be expected [o view of the fact that pork and lard
are among our chief agricoltural exports,

Pork on an export basis: The United States is by far the world's
greatest exporter of pork and Its products, while the United Kingdom
is the largest Importer. Next to the United Statez as exporting
nations stand Denmark, the Netlierlands, and Canada. Next to the
United Kingdom as importors asre Germany, Cube, and Italy, Pork
exports from the TUnited States yary much more than lard exports,
This is due to the fact that the per caplta consumption of pork tends
to vary with Its relutive price, while the consumpiion of lard is rela-
tively stable,

Our exports of pork for the perlod 1922-1928 have averaged B578,-
000,000 pounids or 6.6° per cent of our total slaughter. Our lard
exports for the same period have averaged 833,000,000 pounds or 33.5
per cent of our total slaughter. Due chiefly to the high price of beef,
doniestic consnmption of pork has increased about § pounds per caplta
In 1028 over 1920, The per enplta consumption of lard In the United
States appears to remain steady nround 15 pounds. At the same time,
our pork exports declined to 3.6 per cent of our total slaughter. In
the last three yeirs there hos been a tendency for Imports of fresh
pork, bacon, and hams to increase; However, these imporis still con-
stituted only about four-tenths of 1 per cent of our totnl slaughter
during the peried 1026-1928,

i it. During the months of April, May, June, July, August, nnd
Beptember the two prices remain guite close together, Toronto generally
being Ligher than Chicago. Duriug this perlod the tariff ls practically
without effect; Imports are small—aboul onchalf of 1 per cent of our
total slanghter,

During the months of October, November, December, January, Feb-
ruary, and March, when lamb prices decline both in the United States
and Canada, there is a tendency geoerally for Chieago prices to remain
above Canadian prices. Duoring this period Canadinn imports are about
donble those of the summer period. The tariff has n tendency at this
time to exclude Canadian sheep which might come In, Due, however, to
the pmall volume of Imports even at this peried, less than 1 per cent
of our production, It Is dificult to estlmate accurately the benefit due to
the turlf at this season, It appears, howewver, that the bhepefit is
equivalent to $1 per head,

Present doty effective as a wool duty: The lamb taclf muost. how-
ever, be considered in reintion to tho present wool tariff of 81 cents
per scoured pound. Since the fleece on the bodies of live sheep pays no
tarif on * wool,”" the importer of live sheep really Lrings in from
2 to 3 pounds of wool without paying the wool duty. e conld, there.
fore, afford to pay about 60 cents to §1 more per head In Canada,
allowing for freight and other charges, than wouldl be the case were
wool in the free list. It may be sald, therefore, that the duty on sheep
and lambs is effective only as a wool tarif. This {8 substantinted Ly
the fact that there Is practically no benefit from the tarilf on dressed
lamb.

Bubstitotion of pork: This points to the fact that at present thix
country raises practieally all of the lamb and mutten which we con-
sume. An Increase in the tariff will probably shut out the few lamba
which we now import. Since, however, lamb and mutton must compets
for the consumer's (dollar with other meats, notably pork, of which we
have a large surplus over domestic needs, It 1s not lkely that the
prospective Inerease in the tarlff will be of nny appreciablée benefit to
the American shecp producer,

V. DAIRY PRODUCTE
Butter

Duty partially effective: The present tarlf of 12 conts per pound
on butter gives the butter producers of the United Stales $125,000,000
annuoally. It ls proposed to ralse the rate to 14 cents. This pro-
posed increase will probably be futile because the present tendency of
production Is such that no tariff leglslation can help the farmer in-
erense the amonut he is now recelving.

Under the present tarilf of 12 cents the farmer 18 receiving a beneflt
of 6 cents per pound above the London or world market price. Hence,
the taril of 12 conts is not now fully effective. If the rate is raised to
14 cents, as proposed, it will have practically no effect. It will neither
help the producer nor burden the consumer.

Butter production increasing : The reason for the relntive incffective-
ness of the taril §s the Increase in butter production In this country.
The production in creamery butter In 1922 was 1,153,515,000 pounds;
in 1928, 1,478,457,600 pounds; and is still on the upgrade. The total
production of all grades of butter has risen from 1,824,600,000 pounds
in 1022 to 2.075,000,000 pounds in 1928, Bo long as bhutter production
continues to incresse at tho present rate the price of butter is likely
to decline. Regardiess of eny upward revision in the tarl the farmers’
penefit will probably decllne to about I cents per pound or only $100-
000,000 annually during the next few years,
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. Sinee the imports of butter are practically negligible, the tariff on
butter is useless as a revenue measure but it does function, as intended,
as a protective measure. It can protect against forelgn competition
but it can not protect the farmers from competition against one another
when they increase their production.

Proposed increase in duty ineffective: Should the tendency to in-
crease production continue indefinitely into the future, the American
production will probably become so great that we will be unable to use
-the butter produced in the United States and become butter exporters.
Should this situation develop the price of butter will decline to such
an extent that the tariff will be of no benefit whatever to the producing
farmers.

Of the 6,300,000 farmers in the United States about half produce
butter. During the past few years the annual average benefit to each
producing farm from this tarif was approximately $33. As noted
above, this amount will probably decline in the next few years. Thus
the proposed increased duty of 2 cents on butter Is destined to be
ineffective.

Milk and cream

The Fordney-McCumber Tariff Aect of 1922 placed a duty of 20
ceuts per gallon on cream and 214 cents per gallon on fresh milk. The
proposed increase in the House bill to 48 cents on cream and 5 cents
on fresh and sour milk will virtually exclude imports from Canada and
thereby benefit the American producer.

Related to butter price: The prices of milk and cream are related to
butter and cheese prices. When the tariff on butter practically stopped
its importation, Canadian producers shipped in their milk and cream.
These were manufacured into butter on this side of the border, thereby
avoiding the butter tariff. This was possible because the duty of 214
cents per gallon on fresh milk was equivalent to only about 7 cents
per pound on butter ; and the present cream duty is equivalent to about
6 cents on butter. The proposed rates, however, will be equivalent to
the higher rates on Lutter and cheese,

Imports tend to depress price: The milk and cream now im-
ported come from Ontario and Quebec and are consumed in Boston,
New York, Philadelphia, and contiguous territory. The Canadian pro-
ducers who ship to the United States are for the most part within
an-area of about 20 miles of the American border. These producers

« can ship either to Montreal and other Canadian cities or to New York
and Doston, depending on the market, The markets and uses of milk
and cream differ enough so as to necessitate independent analysis.

The American creameries receiving the Canadian milk convert about
60 per cent of it into butter and other dairy products, They pasteur-
ize and ship the remaining 40 per cent into New York for fluid use.
Most of this milk comes in over the present tariff chiefly during the
period of heavy milk production—May to September—and tends to
depress the domestic price, That which is manufactured into butter
competes with the domestic milk available for this purpose and tends
to affect this market.

The eream imported, on the other hand, is of more significance, though
equivalent to only one-fifth of 1 per cent of our total production. Like
milk, it is shipped into this country chiefly during the summer months,
The New York price of ecream has been about 25 cents per gallon above
Montreal during the last two years, the differential varying between 14
cents In April, 1924, to 47 cents in December, 1927. It is practically
impossible to measure the quantity of cream bheing kept out Ly the
present duty of 20 cents.

Should the proposed duty of 48 cents become effective, however, it
will probably entirely exclude imports from Canada, The total con-
sumption of the New York and Boston markets will then be met by
domestic producers. It appears that New England dairymen will not
inerease their production sufficiently to meet the demand. The price
should, therefore, rise high enough to encourage the necessary shipments
of 3,000,000 to 4,000,000 gallons annually from the mid-West. Since
this will require the payment of an additional freight rate of 10 cents
per gallon the price of eream will probably rise by this amount. This
will ald the New Hngland producers accordingly and will directly benefit
the mid-West by increasing its market, and indirectly aild by raising
butter prices. All dairymen will benefit to the extent that the domestic
butter market will be strengthened,

Magnitude of benefits indeterminable: The magnitude of the benefit
under the present and proposed tariffs is difficult to ascertain because of
the smallness of the imports and the relatively unorganized state of the
milk and cream markets. The fact, however, that imports will be en-
tirely prohibited places upon domestic producers the responsibility of
producing and marketing thelr products in such a manner as to insure
themselves a good price. While in the past few years those imports
have had merely a seasonal effect, at present their influence is spread
throughout the year.

Whether the tariff on milk, cream, butter, and other dairy products
can be made more effective depends entirely upon the extent to which
domestic producers cease competing against one another and thus pre-
vent decceases in the domestic price, Increasing production of dairy
products at the present time, however, indicates that internal competl-
tion will keep prices of these products from golng unduly high,
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Although many kinds of cheese are used In the United States, the
tariff is significant only in relation to cheddar and American-made Swiss
cheese. Other grades of cheese are noncompetitive with American pro-
duction,

Duty ineffective on cheddar: The present tariff of * 5 cents per pound,
not less than 25 per cent ad valorem,” on clieddar cheese is ineffective
because we produce practically our entire consumption. Canada, our
chief competitor, ships her cheese abroad. Only during the extraordi-
nary depression of the London price in 1926-27 did Canada export appre-
ciable quantities to the United States. The proposed increase in the
tariff on cheddar cheese to “7 cents per pound; but not less than 35 per
cent ad valorem,” will probably be ineffective.

Duty partially effective on Bwiss: The present duty on Swiss cheese
of " 714 cents per pound, not less than 371 per cent ad valorem,” gave
the American producers an average price of 7.7 cents above the Basel,
Switzerland, price during the first 10 months of 1928 The average
annual benefit amounts to about §1,650,000. Of this, Wisconsin gets 80
per cent, or $1,320,000. If the duty has been fully effective it would
have made the differential of the domestic above the world price about
11% cents (or 37% per cent ad valorem) instead of 7.7 cents. The
duty is therefore only 70 per cent effective,

Due to the fact that the Committee on Ways and Means did not differ-
entiate between * Swiss " cheese and other cheeses in the proposed tariff
act, F. R. 2607, the proposed duty on Swiss cheese is decreased to “ 7T
cents per pound, but not less than 85 per cent nd valorem." This is
such a small decrease as to be practically insignificant. The beneflt to
our producers will be about 714 cents per pound under the proposed rate
instead of the 7.7 cents now obtained under the present rate. The total
annual benefit will be about $1,600,000 instead of $1,650,000, and the
total annual cost to consumers will be about $2,790,000 instead of
$2,860,000,

Casein

The present duty on casein Is 21 cents per pound and is left at
that rate in the House bill. Representatives of the farmers ask that
this duty be increased to 8 cents per pound. If granted, this increase
will be of a very small indirect benefit to American milk producers.

Casein is made from skim milk. It is used chiefly in the manufacture
of coated paper; and in smaller amounts for the production of insecti-
cides, paints, medicines, textiles, and other products. The consnmption
in 1927 was 42,000,000 pounds, of which about 60 per cent was im-
ported, The tariff of 1922 has already stimulated easein production in
Wisconsin, Minnesota, and New York. The effect of the additional tariff
would be to increase further the use of domestic skim milk for this
purpose,

Possible benefit small: Since farmers usually sell their milk to the
creameries and condensers at a contract price, the utilization of the
skim milk would first benefit these plants. Should the tarif be put
high enough to prohibit imports entirely these manufacturers would be
able to use some of the skim milk now wasted and divert part of that
now used for skim-milk powder and gold for hog feed. By doing this
the increased tarif on casein would benefit the milk plants by about
£2.500,000 annually. If the farmers are able to get an increased price
in their milk contracts so that the entire amount would be passed
back to them, it would be equivalent to about a half cent per hundred
pounds of milk, or enly four-tenths of 1 per cent of the total value of
their milk. This is equivalent to only about 50 cents per farmer
annually in the five chief milk-producing States,

V1. VEGETABLE OILS
Cottonseed oil

Duty ineffective: The present duty on cottonseed oil is 3 cents per
pound and no increase is being proposed. Since the United States is on
an export basis, the American price of cottonseed oll iz determined in
the world market, and the duty on thiz vegetable oil is practically with-
out effect. The difference which generally exists between the Hull,
England, price and the price at New York City in favor of the American
price is very largely due to the superior grade of oll produced in the
United States as compared to the Egyptian product quoted on the
English market, This price differential, however, has rarely reached 3
cents per pound, the full amount of the duty.

Cottonseed oil ranks first among the vegetable olls in both consump-
tion and production in the United States, In 1926 the output was
1,760,530,000 pounds, an amount equal to over half the vegetable oil
annually consumed in this country.

The United States produces about 44 per cent of the world’s output
of cottonseed oil. Exports have declined greatly since the war even in
the face of heavy production, due to increased domestic consumption.
In 1014 exports totalled 216,000,000 pounds of oil, while in 1928 they
equaled but 52,000,000 pounds.

Imports of cottonseed oil have decreased under the 3-cent duty from
9,458,000 pounds in 1920 to 894 pounds in 1927, Imports, compared
to the domestie output, have always been inconsiderable in quantity and
have consisted almost entirely of a very low-grade oil from the Far
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East, which was vsed in seap making. Of the domestic output, about 1
per cent is used for this purpose, so consequently imports never really
competed with the domestic oil.

The exiremely short erop of cotton in 1922 greatly reduced the United
States exporis of cottonseed oil and tended to increase the world price
of this oil. European couniries chose to shift their purchases to the
cheaper oriental crude oils rather than buy the more expensive United
States refined cottonseed oil, (Soy-bean ofl appears to be more ac-
ceptable as a food oil in European than in American markets,)

The United States has lost the European market because of this shift
in demand and now exports its annual surplus chiefly to Canada, Mexico,
and Cuba.

Ooconit oil

Source of supply shifted—Duty ineffective: The effect of the present
duty of 2 cents per pound on coconut oil has been to change the source
of supply of crude oil rather than to raise its price. The duty has
brought about a shift in the source of our imports from other countries
to the Philippine Islands, who are allowed to export to us free of daty.
The result of this shift has been a decided handicap on soap manu-
facturers who had bullt up a business on the cold process of soap mak-
ing—a process for which the Cochin and Ceylon olls formerly imported
are snitable but to which the Philippine ofl Iz not.

In 1914 the imports from the Philippines were 62,200,000 pounds and
from other countries 81,700,000 pounds, In 1926 imports from the
Philippinces equaled 245,100,000 pounds, while from otber countries they
amounted to but 300,000 pounds. In the meantime the quantity of
oil produced in this country from imported copra (which is partially
dried coconut) inereased from 38,100,000 to 255,000,000 pounds, !

Use for oleomargarine increasing : Coconut oil is to-day the chief ofl
used in the manufacture of oleomargarine, a substitute for butter, In
1918, 62,000,000 pounds of coconut oil were used in connection with
107,000,000 pounds of oleo fats and 46,000,000 pounds of natural lard
fo make 327,000,000 pounds of oleomargarine. In 1928, 141,000,000
ponnds of coconut oll were used in connection with 51,000,000 pounds
of oleo fats and 25,000,000 pounds of natural lard to make 307.000,000
pounds of oleomargarine.

The present tariff bill proposed to continue the duty at 2 cents per
pound. As long as coconut oil and copra from the Philippines are
allowed to come in duty free, the sole effect of the duty will be fo shift
the source of our imporis to the Philippines without inereasing the
domestle price of coconut oil.

Olive oil

Duty effective: The presenft duty of 614 to 7!4 cents per pound on |

olive ofl is effective to the full amount of the tariff, In 1825 gix-
tenths of 1 per cent of domestic consumption eonsisted of domestie oil,
so the conmsumers paid the average duty of about 7 cents per pound on
the 99.4 per cent imports and six-tenths per cent on domestic production.

Olive oil 15 a relatively unimportant by-product of the domestic indus-
try, and the output in 1925 was actually less than in any year since
1920. Olive growers carry on their industry for the fruit primarily,
and their prosperity ig not sobstantially affected by the price of
olive ofl.

After the duty was raised in 1921 and 1922 imports of olive eil
actually increased from 30,000,000 pounds in 1920 to 20,000,000 pounds
in 1925, but since 1925 imports have decreaged to 83,000,000 pounds
fn 1928. Under the olive-oil duty revenue receipts inereased from
$975,825 in 1920 to $6,217,647 In 1925,

Cost to consumers far exceeds farmers' beneflt: It is proposed to in-
crease the duty to 614 cents and 814 cents per pound. Amerlean con-
gumers will continue to bear the burden of about 7 cents per pound
on the total consumption of about 84,000,000 pounds of olive oil in
grder to give California olive growers a benefit of this amount on the
domestic production of about 1,000,000 pounds. The consumer pays
over $6,000,000 in direct tariff increases; the producer gains $70,000.
Thus, it is virtually a revenue and not a protective tariff,

Peanut oil

Duty effective on higher grades: The present duty of 4 cents per
pound on peanut ofl is fully effective on the higher grades, but since
domestic production is principally of the poorer grades domestic pro-
ducers do not get the full 4-cent benefit. The new tariff bill provides
for continuance of the present duty of 4 cents per pound. The present
duty is suffcient, since at no time has the differential of the domestic
above foreign prices exceeded the 4-cent duty.

The avernge benefit on the entire crop recelved by producers from
the peanut-oil duty averaged about 2 cents per pound for the period
1923 to 1927. The total annual benefit on the average yearly produc-
tion of 9,000,000 pounds amounts to $180,000.

Imports decreasing: The peanut-oil duty has been effective In de-
creasing imports of peanut oil. In 1920 imports constituted approxi-
mately 90 per cent of our domestic consumption. In 1027 imports
comprised but 17 per cent of our domestic consumption, At the same
time our domestic production has decreased by about 25 per cent, so
our totnl domestic comsumption deereased from 107,000,000 pounds in
1920 to about 18,000,000 pounds {n 1927. The increased cost of peanut
oil brought about by the tariff has greally lessened its use as a soap oll

»
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and decreased our total yearly consumpiion. In 1927 nearly half our
total consumption of peanut oil was used in the production of oleo-
margarine.

Domestie peanut oil is nearly altogether a salvage produet made from
culls and spoiled peanuts and marketed primarily as a soap oil.

Soy-bean oil

Duty effective: The present duty of 214 cents per pound on soy-bean
oil iz effective in Increasing the difference of domestic above foreizn
prices by the full amount of the tariff. It is proposed to increase the
duty to 5 cents per pound, This increase will probably be fully effective,
gince the duty on linseed oil, the present chief competing product of
soy-bean oll as a drying oil, hag just recently been increased by
presidential proclamation from 3.3 cents to 4.16 cents per pound,
thereby increasing the price of linseed oil. These two oils, soy bean
and linseed, maintain a definite price relationship as drying oils, and
increasing the price of linseed oll by increasing the duty permits the
duty on soy-bean oil to be Increased to 5§ cents per pound withont eaus-
ing a substitution of lingeed ofl for soy-bean oil.

The soy-bean ofl tariff has not brought about the development of a
domestie soy-bean oil industry, It has brought about the practical
discontinuanee of this oil as a soap and food oil.

The average benefit recelved from the tariff on soy-bean oll amounts

to 214 cents per pound for an annual domestic production, which in
1927 and 1928 equaled approximately 3,000,000 pounds, Ilence the
total annual benefits amount to §75,000.
A salvage product: Soy-bean oil is a relatively unimportant by-
product in the United States, soy beans being grown primarily as a
forage crop and for introducing nitrogen into the goll. Ouly those beans
which are unfit for planting are used in making the oll. Soy-bean oil
is, therefore, a salvage product which is made from what would normully
be a waste product but which has been put to a produective use.

Of the soy-bean oll consumed in the United States, less than one-
third is of domestic origin. Imports might be excluded by increasing
the duty and the price of domestic ofl raised to a point where farmers
would find it profitable to grow soy beans directly for the oil. Too
great an increase in the duty, however, might so increase the price of
soy-bean oil as to lead to the practical discontinunance of its use as n
drying oil, just as the present duty has led to the near discontinunanee -
of its nze as a soap and feed ofl.

EXHIBIT

TasLe L —Summary of present and proposed dutics on specified agri-
cultural commoditics

Commodity Present duty Daty pro%ﬁa‘d In H. 1.
BT e et 15 cents per bushel. ... moentsperhus
B e v iy l}ieenhs, 2cents, 3 cents per | 2 cents, 2 mls, 6 cenls

Blackstrap molasses. ... }ﬂpo!r‘lt pergallon. ... ....... }{;:ul per gallon.

Buckwheat....... 10 cents per hundredweight.| 25cents per tmdmdwelght.
Butter. .. 12 cents per pound__....___. 14 cents per pound.
Casein 214 cents per pound ......... 214 cents per pound.
Cheesa 5m1t3mrpoundor25per ?centsperpolmdnrsslm
Cocoantit oil. aeeeceuenan.] 2centsperpound. .. ..onun.. 2 unta pound.
Corn 16 cents per bushel. . 25 eentsp;rer bushel.
h oo A ey e e e L e .| Free.
Cottonseed oil.. ... 3 cents per pound........... 3 cents per pound.

dried 8 cents per dozen, 6 cenis | 10 cents per dogen, 8 cents

and 18 cents per pound.
40 cents per bushel
Free

| 214 olenls and 20 cents per

and 18 cents per pound.
13 cents per bushel.
Free.

5 cents and 48 cents per

on. gallon.
15 cants per bushel ..., 15 cents par bushel.
614 cents and 714 cents per | 614 cents and 814 cents per
ind. pound.
4 cents per pound.

2 cents to 5 cents per pound
15 cents per bushel.

| $2 per head, 4 cents and 21§ $3 per head, 7 cents and 5

cents per pound. eanbi per pam:d

234 cents per pound 5 cents per pound.
L7648 cents Eﬂr 2.4 cents per pound.
.| 42 cents per —-| 42 cents per bushal.
31 cents per mtmd .......... 34 cents per pound.

1 House bill, H. . 2667 was passed by the Hounse of Representatives on May 29, 1020,
TasLe IV.—Population in the Uniled States, total end farm, 19221928

Year Totalt Farm ?
1022 104, 803, 003 80, 200, 000
1923. Eh hETD 11t.593.4?4 29, 800, 000
1024 .| 113,727,432 24, 400, 000
0o e e ol 115 378 004 28, 081, B8
T G RS RGN W 117, 136, 000 28, 502, 000
1927_. e 118, 628, 000 27, 853, 000
B e o it o e e o A e s bt e S e 120, 013, 000 7, 690, 000

Average

1 Bouree: Statistical Abstract of the United Biates, 1928, p. 3

2 Bource: United States Department of Agricalture, “The Agricnltural Situation,”
April, 1029, All figures are as of Jan. 1 of year specified. ‘The estimate as of Jan, 1,
1929, was 27,511,000,

“.- : ‘
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Mr, SACKETT. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. SACKETT. Does the Senator from Georgia agree with
the conclusions to which those professors have come?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; in the main I do.

Mr. SACKETT. The Senator sat through all the hearings
on the Pinance Committee and has heard the yarious schedules
digenssed, Does the Senator know of any case where an increase
of tariff rates in the agricultural schedule has been recom-
mended by the Senate commitiee that was not asked for by
representatives of the farmers?

- Mr. GEORGE. I was not on the subcommittee of the Finance
Committee which considered the agriemltural schedule, but I
am going to assume that all the increases were asked for.

Mr. SACKETT. And they were all backed up by statements
made—

Mr. GEORGE. By some farm representative,

Mr, SACKETT. By the ones who came before the Finance
Committee,

Mr. GEORGE. As I have stated, I did not hear the discus-
gion of the agricultural schedule.

Mr., SACKETT. The Senator would not want to say, would
he, that in granting increases in the agricultural schedule the
Republican members of the Finance Committee had simply
granted paper increases or had offered paper increases and that
it was done with malice aforethought, to fool the farmer, after
the farmers' representatives had asked for them and had made
their representations?

Mr. GEORGH. The chairman of the Finance Committee, in
the report from which the distingnished Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. HagrrisoN] read, stated that they were paper raises;
that they were fictitious raises; and that led to quite a lengthy
discussion, which the Senator from Kentucky heard, but, not-
withstanding the fact that the farmers have asked for increased
duties upon agricultural products, I have no hesitancy in saying
that many of them will be entirely ineffective, and it is known
they will be ineffective by every member of the committee, in
my judgment.

Mr. SACKETT. Then, does the Senator think the agricul-
tural rates in the bill should be reduced?

Mr. GEORGE. It will be entirely immaterial whether some
of them are reduced, because some of them will be ineffective,

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to call the attention of the
Senator from Georgia to the fact that the Finance Committee
expects to make all of these raises effective by a debenture
plan fto the extent of three hundred or four hundred miliion
dollars a year, so that the surplus may be purchased and thereby
the farmers may get a better price for their products.

Mr. GEORGE. It could be thus made effective, Mr. Presi-
dent, but I am sorry that that proposition does not seem to be
the approved view of the members of the Finance Committee.

However, I am going to remind Senators of this: There is not
any need of saying that we have given farm relief when we
have framed what we know to be purely paper schedules. Such
action can not accomplish anything even if farm leaders have
asked for the increased rates. Our highest duty is to be frank
with ourselves and frank with the people of the country. I am
perfectly willing to say that the Finance Committee is not open
to criticism merely because it has granted increased rates upon
many products, although there is a serious doubt whether such
increases will be even partially effective in some ecases—I
might say in many cases—because I think that whatever tariff
formula is adopted and adhered to by the Republicans or the
Democrats or by any group holding differing political opinion
in this country, that formula ought to be most liberally con-
strued in favor of agricultural products at this time and that
the farmers and their representatives should have recognition
given to their views and wishes just so far as it can be done,
However, I am going to now say to the Senator from Kentucky
and to all Senators on the other side of the Chamber that giving
due considerafion to certain well-known factors the whole farm
problem is this: We have so advanced the cost levels in the
United States that the farmer can not sell his products at the
level of the world's price, if I may express it in that way, at a
profit.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?
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Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BLAINE. If the Senator from Georgia will permit an
interruption, I desire to call his attention to the fact that
farm machinery is on the free list. I also desire to call to his
attention the fact that the rates in the metal schedule place a
burden upon the farmer because of the increased cost of
machinery of not less than $100,000,000 a year; and I pro-
pose to demonstrate that fact beyond any doubt before the
debate on the tariff bill shall have been closed.

Furthermore, the tariff rates under the steel schedule have
increased the operating expenses of the railroads of this coun-
try per annum by half a billion dollars, the result of which
has been to increase the freight rates, and such inereased
freight rates have depreciated the price of farm products.
Therein, in my opinion, lies the difficulty with the tariff ques-
tion so far as it relates to the farmer.

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator for his suggestion;
but I do not want to go into that field of tariff discussion to-day.
There will be other days when we will be compelled to make
such unhappy excursions into the various ramifications of the
bill; but what I am saying—and I am saying it seriously—that
the farm problem in so far as there is a farm problem nof
brought about by more or less temporary factors, is simply
this: That we have so advanced the cost levels in the United
States that the farmer can not sell at a profit his products at
the world price level,

How have we advanced his cost levels? I do not say that
the tariff is entirely responsible for the advanced cost levels,
but I do say that it is partially and even chiefly responsible,
I do not believe that any serious-thinking man will deny that
statement,

There may be many contributing causes; there are various
causes contributing to the raising of general cost levels in the
United States, but the tariff is one of the chief contributing
causes. There is not a doubt about that, for to assert the con-
trary is to admit the utter worthlessness of the tariff, is to
abandon the home-market argument and the scale of living and
the general conditions of labor in the United States. Of course,
the tariff has advanced cost levels,

The Democratic Party has always said, and yet says, that the
solution of the problem is not in the giving of tariff rates to the
farmer, though in so far as we can give him effective rates or
partially effective rates, we shou'd make those rates just as
liberal as we can possibly make them, but that we should be
consistent and square our action with honesty of purpose. That
is not only the Democratic position, it is the position of the
eminent economists, Republicans, every one of them, so I am
advised. Certainly they accept the protective principle. But not
only is it the opinion of these gentlemen, but it was the opinion
of Alexander Hamilton himself, who gave to the country the pro-
tective policy. Let me remind the distinguished chairman of the
committee that Mr. Hamilton's famous report was on manufac-
tures, not on agriculture ; indeed, it had nothing to do with agri-
culture. His report was for the single purpose of building up
industry in a predominantly agricultural country.

To the extent that we raise the weighted average, the direct
percentage average, or what not, of the industrial schedules
above the agricultural schedules, conceding every one of the
rates on agriculiural products to be fully effective, to that
extent we accentuate the farm problem; to that extent we add
to the burden of the farmer; to that extent we magnify and
make more malignant the real farm problem in the United
States,

Mr. President, the tariff ean not apply to agricultural prod-
ucts when such products are on an export basis, when the
great bulk of the products, or even a considerable per cent of
them must be exported. There is not a serious-minded man
on the other side of the aisle who will controvert that state-
ment, Would a tarviff duty on cotton do us any good when we
are exporting 60 per cent, say, of our raw cotton every year?
The Members of the Senate know it would not. 1 have never
asked for such a duty.

We have been given a taviff rate on peanuts. I happen to
grow them, and I myself asked for the duty. It is no indieca-
tion, let me say to my friend from EKentucky, that a rate on
an agricultural product is effective merely becaunse a farmer
asks for it. T am a farmer, and I went before the Tariff Com-
mission and asked that the tariff duty on peanuts be raised,
and the Tariff Commission raised it. Now let me tell the
Senator what happened,

Mr, SACKETT. Mr. President, will the Senator tell me,
then. why he asked for it%

Mr. GEORGE. I thought it might be effective. The tariff

generally had been effective in the case of manufactured com-
modities and the farmers who grew peanuts, in their despera-
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tion, were willing to try anything. So I asked for the in-
creased dufy. Now, let me tell the Senafor what happened.
The Tariff Commission granted us an incrense in the duty
on peanuts, but since that good day peanuts—I am speaking
now of the Spanish nut grown in the Southeast and not of the
big jumbo nut grown in Virginia and the Carolinas—have sold
on the market for less than the actual duty. In other words,
the duty under the recommendation of the Tariff Commission,
which had the approval of President Coolidge, in February of
this year, I believe, amounts to more than £80 a ton, and yet
in Georgia we are to-day selling our Spanish nufs of the No. 1
griade for less than $70 a ton.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator permit a ques-
tion?

Mr, GEORGE. I will

Mr. REED. At the time the Senator asked for the incrense
were nuts being brought in from abroad?

Mr. GEORGE, They were.

Mr. REED. After the increase were nuts brought in?

Mr. GEORGE. No: I do not think so,

My, REED. Naturally they would not be if they sold for less
than the amount of the duty.

Mr. GEORGE. That is true.

Mr. REED. The tariff was effective, then, to that extent, was
it not?

Mr. GHORGE. No. Let me gay to the Senator it was just
another case where the honest farmer was misled by Repub-
lican propaganda.

Mr. REED. Oh, no—-

Mr. GEORGE. Let me answer, aud when I explain I think
the Senator will see the point.

Some peanufs were being brought in, but they happened to
be chiefly, at least, the big peanuts grown in North Carolina
and Virginia, They were not the nuts known as the Spanish
nut, There were some importations, as I think, of Spanish
nuts; and to the extent that the tariff might have been effec-
tive in excluding the Spanish nut it might be said ihat there
was some indirect benefit to the farmer in that way, but not in
price.

Mr. REED. And to the extent that the large nuts were kept
out, just to that extent was go much competition removed from
the growers of the large nuis in Virginia?

Mr, GEORGE. I can not say what happened to their prices,
becanse we do nof grow those nuts,

Mr. REED. 1 am not asking about the prices.

Mr. GEORGE. It so happens that the large nuts and the
small nuts are not competitive,

Mr, REED, I understand. I am not asking about the prices
of the large ones; but it must be perfecily obvious that it was
a benefit to the growers of the kind of nut that had been coming
in if the result of this action was that those nuts no longer
came in.

Mr. GEORGE. I can uot answer as fo the big nuts.
answering as to the Spanish nuts.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President—-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
vield to the Senator from Keutucky?

Mr. GEORGE. I do,

Mr. BARKLEY. As I understand the Senator, by shutting
out altogether the little nuts, and by restricting the big nuts,
¥you got your price down from $80 to $70?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; we finally succeeded in getting it down
to $70. It is not quite $70 now; it is just a little under $70.
It is between $65 and $70; but that is how the tariff operates.

Mr, SMOOT. Then it can not operate both ways, can it? The
other Senator has just claimed that this bill is going to cost the
country billions of dollars—billions of dollars,

I am

Mr. GEORGE. I am not talking about how it operates on
other products,
Mr. S8MOOT. The Senator says that in this case the tariff

has not done a particle of good, becanse the product is selling
for less than the tariil rate: so that it can not work both ways.

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no, Mr, President! I reminded the Sena-
tor that Mr. Hamilton's famous report was on maunfactures,
und the tariff will work on manufactures; but it does not work
on agricultural produets as a general proposition. There are
exceptions to the statement, and I have fairly put them in in
the langnage of the three Universily of Wisconsin professors.

I put in their arguments so that you may read their argu-
ments; but I am procecding to say on my own judgment that
where the farm product s on an export basis, as in the case of
cotton, you can not get any benefit from the tariff, of course;
and where the farm product is on an export basis, as in the
case of wheat, you ean not get any benefit except upon that
limited percentage of the crop which is not of the general
quality—that is, the high-protein content which is represented
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roundly, as the Senator from Montana said, by some gixteen or
eighteen millions out of the average annual production.

Mr. SACEETT. Jr, President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. GEORGE. ILet me finish this statement, and then I
will yleld to the Senator.

Mr. SACEETT. I desire to ask a serious question, if I may.

Mr. GEORGE. I am talking seriously.

Mr. SACKETT. I know the Senator is, and that is the
renson why I desire to ask a serious question.

We have studied this bill for a long time. We have tried to
draw a bill that would help agriculture. The Senator is a
farmer; and I desire to ask, in all fairness, whether the Senator
has any suggestions for any increases in the tariff on farm
produets that would help the farmer at all over what appears
in the bill at the present time?

Mr. GEORGE. My, President; I am getting to that as fast as
I ean., There may be some products on which the rates ean
be made more effective, and ihere may be a way by which
the farmer can be helped; but what I am saying to the Sen-
ator is that you never can heip the farmer by elevating cost
levels in the United States higher and higher above the price
leyel at which he sells his product; and if the taviff can not
be made effective in raising ihe price levels of farm products,
then you are not going to solye the farm problem by your
tarift legislation, unless you apply the principle of the export
debenture.

Mr, SACKETT. The Senator feels that we have gone as far
as we can go with the farlif alone in giving help to the farmer,
practically speaking?

Mr. GEORGE. With the exception of the rates upon some
minor products: which might be further increased, and with
the all-important exception that you will help the farmer if
you will reduce—I do mot mean radically, to the destruction
of industry in America—if you will provide for the gradual,
sensible, and just reduction of industrial rates, thereby bring-
ing the cost level of industrial products more in line with agri-
cultural priees, which, in large measure, are world prices.

Mr. SACKETT. That is another question on which I take
an entirely different view from the Senator; but I do not
desire to go into that feature now. I simply desire to ask if
there are any helpful snggestions for agricultural rates fhat
the Senator can offer?

Mr. GEORGE. T did not inteud fo go into the subjeet fur-
ther at this time; but let me ask the Senator if he voted for
the McMaster resolution?

Mr. SACKETT. I really can not remember whether I did
or not.

Mr. GEORGE. The McMaster resolution embodies the phil-
osophy of what I am now f{rying to say—that there shounld be
not only a liberal construction of whatever tariff policy is
adopted in behalf of adequate rates on agricuitural products,
but also n needed, sensible, just reduction of the rates ou in-
dustrial products so as to bring the cost levels of those products
more in alignment with agricultural price levels. Certainly in-
dustrial rates should not be generally raised.

Mr. SACKETT. I can not say to the Senutor whether I
voted for that resolution or not. I ean not remember at this
time; but my philosophy of the tariff is on a different hasis,
namely, to give such protection to industry as will enable a
scale of living that will permit the purchase of all the agri-
cultural products that the people can use, 3

Mr. GEORGE. Well, they are purchasing them all now, Mr.
President.

Mr. WALSH of Montana., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Geor-
gia yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, With great seriousuess and great
earnestness the Senator from Kentucky addressed a question to
the Senator from Georgia as to whether he could make any
suggestions as to what additional thing might be done for the
farmer in connection with the fariff. I feel justified in speaking
on behalf of the farmer, my Sfate heing a great agricultural
State; and I desire fo say that, so far as I have been able to
gather, the complaint of the fanuer with respect to the pending
bill is not so much that the rates on agricultural products are
not high enough—most or many of them, at least, being wholly
or partially ineffective; as has been stated—but that the rates
on other products of industry, mannfactures and others, have
been raised so high that whaiever Denefit the farmer gets from
the duties on agricnltural preducts is more than offset by the
advanced duties upon the things he must buy. The trouble, as
indieated by the Senator from Georgia, is that the price of things
the farmer must buy has Deen elevated so high that the pur-
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chasing power of his products now is no greater than from 70
to 75 per cent of what it was prior to 1914,

So I should like to answer the Senator from Kentucky by
saying that there are many things that might be done by the
Senate for the benefit of the farmer in connection with the
tarifl ; but they would all be in the reduction of the high duties
now exacted rather than in the increase of duties on agricultural
producets, largely paper duties,

Mr, SACKETT. That is the other side of the question, if
the Senator pleases. I wanted to make sure that there were
no suggestions to be made of necessary increases in duties on
farm products,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, there will be before the debate
is over.

Mr. SACKETT. I am trying to find out what they are.

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President, just a moment.

Mr. GEORGE. 1 yield to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McMASTER. I understood the Senator from Kentucky
to say that the increases that were granted to the farmers
were made at their request. Were all the increases that the
farmers asked for granted?

Mr. SACKETT. I do not think in every case the entire rate
was granted, but a very large percentage of it was granted,

Mr. McMASTER. The Farm Bureau, as I understand, have
a letter in to-day——

Mr. SACKETT. Yes; that letter has just been read.

Mr. McMASTER. Showing that the requests that were made
were not granted.

Mr. SACKETT. And I asked the Senator from Georgia if
he thought that by increasing those rates we could help the
farmer; but I think he said we could not.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
South Dakota whether he has read the letter of the farm
organization?

Mr, McMASTER. I have just glanced through it.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator approve of it?

Mr. McMASTER. I have not had a chance to go through all
of it. I think it just came out to-day.

Mr. SMOOT. September 8.

Mr, McMASTER. They complain of the fact that the farm
organizations appeared before the commnvittee and made certain
requests, and those requests were denied. So far as that com-
plaint was made in 1922, in connection with the passage of the
tariff act of that year, that complaint was justified. They did
make requests in 1922 which were denied ; and I was wondering
how far that procedure had taken place during the consideration
of the present tariff bill.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that some of the
requests have not been incorporated in the present tariff bill;
but every request that was made in 1922 was incorporated in
that bill,

Mr. McMASTER. O Mr. President, that matter has been
argued out here on the floor of the Senate. The record on that
subject has been quoted time and time again.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I was a member of the com-
mittee, and the junior Senator from Idaho, Mr. Gooding, to-
gether with one or two other Senators, handed me a schedule
of rates; and I say to the Senator that every one of the rates
handed to me by the junior Senator from Idaho, speaking then
for the farm bloc, so called, was put into the act of 1922,

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President, of course, the Senator
from Utah remembers that in 1922, for example, the farmers
were asking for a duty of 12 cents a pound on butter. Then
they went before the Senator’s committee, the Finance Com-
mittee, and asked for 10 cents; and the Senator himself made
the statement before these representatives of the farm organi-
zations that they were not deserving of 10 cents a pound, and
he gave them 8 cents. That is the record. That is the testi-
mony of the Senator himself that he gave before the committee,

Mr. SMOOT. I never gave any testimony before the com-
mittee. I was a member of the committee, but I never gave
any testimony before it; and I will say to the Senator that I
never miade any such statement. I now say again that in the
act of 1922 the farmers’ rates were handed to the committee
by the junior Senator from Idaho, Mr. Gooding, and every rate
finally requested was put into the bill.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me proceed just a moment,
and then I will yield the floor.

I am not able at this moment, nor is this the time, to point
out specifically what I think might be of benefit to the farmers
in the bill, and I am not undertaking to do that. That is not
within the scope of what I am trying to say, nor am I con-
tending that the tariff may not be helpful to some agricultural
products. I am trying to deal fairly with the question, and
offer Republican evidence eoncerning the products on which the
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tariff may be either partially effective or wholly effective, and
I put that evidenece in the RECoRrD.

There might be other products not yet canvassed by this dis-
tinguished board of professors that could receive either a par-
tially or a wholly effective tariff treatment. 1 am not prepared
to say that that is not true, nor am I prepared to say that higher
rates on some farm preducts, such as the farm representatives
have asked and have been denied, might not be helpful to them.
I am prepared to say, however, and it is the position that the
Democratic Party has taken, as I understand, from the first,
that the real farm problem is indicated by the advanced cost
levels, primarily by virtue of the tariff and the operation of the
tariff on manufactured articles, at which the farmer must pro-
duce, while he is compelled to sell his products at world price
levels or at something very near the level of world prices,

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BLAINE. 1 do not like to interrupt the Senator, but I
am sure he would be interested in a very brief declaration that
has been made by the real farmers of the United States directly
in harmony with what the Senator has been endeavoring to
demonstrate this afternoon, and with his permission I will read
it; it is only 13 or 14 lines.

This communication is dated St. Paul, Minn.,, August 31,

1929, at which time and place a conference was held by repre-

sentafives of the Minnesota Farm Bureau, the Land O'Lakes
Creameries (Inc.), probably the largest dairy cooperative or-
ganization in the United States, the Central Cooperative Asso-
ciation, and the Twin City Milk Producers Association. At
that conference they said these words:

The special session of the Congress was called for the particular pur-
pose of granting to agrieulture tariff equality with industry. The
Congress has thus far lost sight of or disregarded this fact. It has so
readjusted industrial tariff rates as to make the inequality between
industry and agriculture greater than ever before. The proposed tariff
schedules are, therefore, absolutely unsatisfactory to agriculture.

Addressed to all the Senators, they say:

We demand that you exercise every effort to limit the action of the
Congress to the purpose for which the sesslon was called, and that
unless the tariif readjustments made by the Congress are confined to
agricultural produets no changes be made in the present tariff schedules,

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, I thank the Senator from Wis-
consin, and I believe that the statement read by him from these
representative groups of farmers will be found to more acecu-
rately express the farm sentiment of this country, after this bill
has been disposed of, than some of our friends are inclined now
to think. There can be no doubt about it, it would be better to
have no tariff legislation, so far as the farmer is concerned, than
to leave him relatively in position where the price level of his
product and the cost level of producing that product and all
his living expenses have been still further widened in the
interest of the industrial group.

Nobody wants to defeat the effort of the majority party to
enact a tariff, if the tariff is fair and just, but when the Con-
gress is called specifically to deal with farm relief through the
enactment of general legislation and limited revision of the
tariff, it would, indeed, be supreme irony if the differences now
existing between agricultural® prices and industrial prices were
further widened, and I do not see why anyone is not entirely
justified in believing that he is discharging the highest duty to
the American farmer and to the American people in endeavoring
to defeat a bill of that character.

If our friends on the other side persist in retaining rates in
the general industrial schedules as distingnished from the agri-
cultural, which will certainly widen that disparity, then they
must take the responsibility.

I was saying that you can not make the tariff effective upon
an agricultural product which is definitely on an export basis.
You can not make it effective upon an agricultural product
not on an export basis in many instances for the reason that
the farm product is grown by such widely scattered producing
units—units which, under the sternest economic necessity, must
sell the product the moment it is ready for the market—so that
it makes little difference about the tariff wall. TUnless it
really is an embargo tariff the product can not get much of a
benefit out of it.

Let me say to my friends who are doing me the honor to
listen attentively to what I say, there is some reason in the
farmer's reguest for an absolute embargo, if you are going to
give him relief, and if yon are going to deny him relief except
through tariff legislation, because his product is produced by
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widely scattered, independent producing units. He labors under
the hardest economic necessity known to American producers
to-day. There is no doubt about that. Yocu have admitted the
premise in the passage of the general farm relief bill, for which
1 believe pretty nearly everybody in the Senate voted.

Therefore, there is some reason, when the farm group comes
asking for a tariff that seems unreasonably high, measured
by the rates of duty that would ordinarily be given fo an
industrial producer, for ihe reason that the whole economics of
agriculture are different from the economies of manufacturing;
for the reason that the farmer can not control or regulate his
production ; for the reason that he can not speed up or retard
by a single minute of the 365 days of the year his production;
and, above all, for the additional reason that he has been so
hard pressed as a producer that when he gets his product
ready for the market he must sell, and any possible advantage
which the organized buyer has against the disorganized seller
in this condition can be used to beat down his price regardless
of the tariff, unless the tariff, where it can be made effective
upon the farm product, is so high as to seem to you and to
myself much like an embargo tariff. Therefore, there ought to
be a reasonable degree of sympathy with the farmers' repre-
gentatives when they come asking for a rate upon farm products
which wounld be exceedingly hard indeed to justify judged by
any standard of protection or by any formula applied by any-
one holding te the protective doctrine.

I said that there was a difference between the economics of
agriculture and of manufacturing. You can not apply the
principle of mass production in agriculture, for instance, except
in a very limited field. It is not within the range of possibili-
ties. You can not hope, through mass production of agricul-
tural products, to bring about a reduction in the per unit cost
of those products, except in a very limited field. I am speaking
generally, admitting that there may be some exceptions. The
economics of the two systems are vitally different, and I said
a while ago that Mr. Hamilton recognized it. Let me read
what he said in his report on manufactures, I am reading
from a newspaper, but I have verified the extracts by going
back to the authentic text. He said, referring to protective
duties:

Duties of this nature [protective] evidently amount to a wvirtual
bounty on the domestic fabrics; since, by enhancing the charges on
forcign articles, they enable the national manufacturers to undersell
all their foreign competitors,

He is now speaking about manufactures. He goes on to
point out the difference between the producer for the country
market, and the producer, like the farmer, for a world market,
Listen to what he said:

It can not escape notice that a duty upon the importation of an article
can not otherwise ald the domestic production of it than by giving the
latter greater advantages in the home market. It can have no influence
upon the advantageous sale of the article produced in foreign markets—
no tendency, therefore, to promote its exportation.

I quote further from Mr., Hamilton:

The true way to conclliate these two interests is to lay a duoty on
foreign manufocture of the material, the growth of which i desired to
be encouraged, and to apply the produce of that duty, by way of bounty,
either upon the production of the material itself, or upon its manufac-
ture at home or upon both. In this disposition of the thing the manu-
facturer commences his enterprise upon every advantage which is at-
tainable as to quantity or price of the raw material, and the farmer, if
the bounty be immediately to him, is enabled by it to enter into a
successful competition with the foreign material.

Further he said:

As often as a duty upon & foreign article makes an addition to its
price it causes an extra expense to the community for the benefit of the
domestic manufacturer. A bounty does no more, But it is the interest
of the society in each case to submit to the temporary expense, which is
more than compensated by an increase of industry and wealth by an
augmentation of resources and independence and by the cireumstance of
eventual cheapness.

Which, as I understand it, is the troe and logical basis upon
wllnich those who believe in the high-protective tariff place them-
selves,

But in this report Mr. Hamilton, in other sections, clearly
indicates that what he was driving for, what he purposed, was
to encourage and make possible manufacturing in a predomi-
nantly agricultural community or country, in a country where
agriculture had ail of the advantage, and, according to Mr.
Hamilton’s view, at least, whether we accept it wholly or not,
a counfry in which manufacturing without temporary protec-
tion could not relatively gain such an advantage as would en-
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able it to become a real factor in the general commereial life
of the country.

Those of us who came here at the last session and said, by
our vote, that we proposed to make the tariff at least half
effective by the debenture, believed exactly what I am saying
here now, that on the great agricultural products, like cotton
and corn and wheat, the great staple crops, you can give but
little direct benefit. I do not say that there may not be some
indirect benefits; I am not arguing about the home market,
about the demand for agricultural products. I am not entering
into that phase of the controversial questions which have arisen
over a tariff, I am saying that, so far as direct benefit to the
major agricultural crops of the country is concerned, you can
not give it through the tariff system, or directly by the applica-
tion of the tariff prineiple, unless you are willing to accept the
principle in the export debenture plan as often and as loudly
as that principle was denounced before the recess of the Con-
gress. I am not going to argue its soundness; I am simply
pointing out what I believe to be the fact.

Now, I am going to say another thing to our western brethren.
We in the South who have always been farmers, although we
are becoming more of industrialists, have always known that
the farmer, inasmuch as he was a general consumer, bore the
burdens of the protective system.

If we got benefits back and if they were as great as the
burdens, all good and well. If they were greater than the
burdens, then you have been right and we have been wrong.
But we have grown poorer and poorer on the farm until you
admit our case and vote $500,000,000 out of the Treasury to try
to relieve our condition. Whoever is right, down there we, who
were primarily farmers, have known that we were bearing the
burdens of the protective system. But if we were go blind as
not to see what you contended to be the truth, that we were
receiving greater indirect benefits, then we are much better off
than we thought we were. But if we were right, our western
farmers might as well know that they will get no direct relief
through the operation of the tariff on their products, but they
will get it on a few minor crops—minor measured by the total
crops grown by the whole farm population engaged in the
production of all crops, I mean. They will get it on a few
commodities or products, but the bulk of the farming population
will continue to bear the burdens.

Let me remind our western friends and the farm leaders,
as I think, what they are doing. To the extent that you can
make more effective tariff duties on farm products, to the
extent that you can make them more effective or completely
effective on a limited number of products, you are sending up
additional burdens to fall back upon those farmers whose
products can not be protected. I say to my friends from the
‘West without the slightest hesitation that they are adding to
the burdens of their brethren in the South. I am not making
a threat, far from it, but I say that you will do what long ago
we ought to have done if you can make your high rates entirely
effective on many of your commodities. You will drive us into
the production of all of those commodities and you will lose
more of your home market than you will gain through the
direct benefits of the tariff on your products.

This is not a sectional bill except that nearly everything the
South had in it has been eliminated. It is sectional only in the
sense that some of my good friends plowed through the bill
and where they found something that was being produced in
the South they took the duty off or reduced it.

If I were to suggest that it was consciously sectional, my re-
marks would be received as an affront; and yet if there were
in the whole schedule items which were predominantly the
product of some Southern or Sontheastern State, the duties were
omitted or reduced. I said there was no such intenticnal con-
duct upon the part of my friends on the other side of the aisle,
but it does not make much difference to us when we are shot
whether you intended to hit us or whether you hit us by acci-
dent. I am just making the general suggestions to my western
brethren. I am not mentioning kaolin at this time, because the
distinguished Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] is present,
and later we will have to discuss that more at length.

What are you giving us in the South? I am addressing this—
shall I say to the stand-pat element of the committee? 1 do not
want to use any offensive term—Ilet me say the conservatives
or the regulars. That is not offensive. What are you giving
us in the South on any staple product grown over any consider-
able portion of the South? I am talking about farm products
now. Of course, you do not give us anything on cotton. There
is a little duty on cottonseed, but frankly it is not effective,

There is an adequate duty, so far as the rate goes, on
peanuts, but we are selling our peanuts for less than the duty
itself and have been since it was increased. I know where our
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trouble is. The distingnished Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor]
knows. Our peanuts, of course, are competing with other prod-
ucts, interchangeable products that come in free from the
Philippines, for instance. That is one of the reasons why the
duty on Spanish peanuts is not effective. But I am not going
to say we ought to tax the products from the Philippine Islands.
I know we could do it, but we would do it to the shame of every
man who professes anything like righteous principles,

S0 what are we getting in the South? You know the duties
on pork and pork products and on lard are not effective. You
know cotton and cottonseed, our chief products, are outside of
the pale of protection. You know the story of peanuts, Per-
haps you are gending the fariff on some farm products yet
higher, tariffs on products produced in other parts of the coun-
try, but when you get them high enough—and that is what I
am endeavoring to show you—you will compel us to produce all
of the wheat, all of the butter, all of the poultry and poultry
products—all of the produects that we buy from our western
farmers, and then our western farmer will come around to the
bitter experience of the southern farmer and realize that he is
paying more for protection than the protection is worth; that it
cost him dollars and cents to have it

Mr. EDGE. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Sepator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. GEORGHE. I yield.

Mr. EDGE. I agree with the Senator that this is not the
time to discuss paragraphs or individual schedules, but I was
rather interested in hearing the Senator's reference to kaolin;
inferring, as I followed him, that in the particular case he
was somewhat receptive of or would favor a higher duty; but
that in all the other cases he has enumerated he felt the duty
would be absolutely inefféctive. I was wondering as a general
proposition, without going specifically into the merits of any
case, why one duty is effective and another duty ineffective
for in each ease there are undoubtedly importations.

Mr. GEORGE. I have tried to explain it, but the Senator
was not here early enough fo hear me and I will not go back
over it now. I have tried to show to the Senate that the pro-
tective policy is of course effective on manufactured products;
on most of the extracted products. It is effective upon a lim-
ited number of farm products and partially effective upon a
limited number of other farm products, But it is wholly inef-
fective npon the great staple products which are definitely on
an export basis and it is not applicable to farm products as a
general rule because of the different economics that are in-
volved in manufacturing and in farming.

Mr, President, on this side of the aisle we are not disposed
to deny any just or merited duty on any product, whether it
is manufactured or whether it is agricultural. We may have
different views, but so far as I am concerned I will vote for
a duty upon a manufactured product when I DBelieve the duty
is justified, when I believe that it is necessary to give to the
American manufacturer an equal chance, a fair chance, an even
chance, to hold his own in his own market. I have no hesitancy
in saying that. The philosophy I have held for so long a time,
of course may make it more difficult for me to see the figures
as you will present them, and to reach the conclusions that you
may readily reach; but I am speaking candidly when I say that
so far as the granting of adequate protection is concerned
where a real case is made out for protection, I am not dis-
posed to oppose it and will not vote against it.

But I am speaking to you seriously when I tell you that as
I see it your whole tariff system is pot designed, intended, or
competent to give to the farmer direct relief through duties on
his products. I am qualifying my language to avoid the field
of controversy with you in this statement. I am going to re-
mind you of one other fact which precludes agriculiure from
getting complete relief through the direct operations of the
tarifl, as I think.

There is nothing maore firmly established in the protective
systemm than the theory of compensatory rates or compensa-
tory duties. Indeed, your whole system will break down so
far as manufactures are concerned, if you do not grant com-
pensatory duties, and you know it. Every time you grant a
duty to the farmer or the producer of the raw material or of
the primary product which enters into the cost of the manu-
facturer you must grant and you will grant, because it is a
firmly established principle of the protecilive system, a com-
pensatory duty to the manufacturer. And every time you
grant the compensatory duty you cut away all of the benefit
beneath the feet of the farmer or of the producer of the raw
material, and you leave him relatively just where he stood
before. You may give him protection and he may have an ad-
vantage over his neighbor farmers who are produeing some
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other commodity. But when you compensate the manufac-
turers for the advantage or benefit which you give to farmers,
as a whole you take from beneath the feet of the farmers all
the benefit that you have given agriculture. I repeat, the direct
benefiis, for that is what I am talking about.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. ‘Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. GEORGEH. I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has said that the compen-
satory duty would take away all the benefit of tariff duties
from the farmer. 1 can understand somewhat that theory;
but let us take the instance of hides. The bill puts a 10 per
cent duty on hides. The compensatory duty on shoes is 20
per cent. Of course, that is taking away a good deal more than
the benefit of the 10 per cent, but the real compensatory duty
would be 3.6 per cent ; that is, a 10 per cent duty on hides wounld
add as much to the cost of a pair of shoes as 3.6 per cent on
the leather. Let us suppose it was put at 3.6 per cent as the
experts have put it. Then it would benefit the farmer some and
that compensatory rate of 3.6 per cent would not take away all
his benefit, because the farmers produce more hides than enough
to make the shoes which they buy back and wear. The same rule,
I think, would apply to all of the compensatory propositions.
The farmers produce more than they themselves buy back and
t.her%fore the compensatory duty does not give them the same
benefit,

Mr. GEORGE. I concede that not only as to the individual
farmer but as to groups of farmers producing a particular pro-
tected produnct; but I am speaking of the benefits to all of
the producers, to all the farmers; that is to say, taking the
farmers as a whole, there can be no substantial benefit if a
compensatory duty is given the manufacturer each time that
we give protection to a raw product, except perhaps to the
limited extent that the manufacturer’s product is sold abroad,
and to the extent that the farmer is not an equal consumer of
the product. Some of the burdens imposed by compensatory
duties are borne by consumers other than farmers, of course.

Mr. BROOKHART. It may not be necessary that it be sold
abroad. If it were sold to anybody outside of the particular
class of farmers, then, I think, it would benefit the farmers
just the same as if sold abroad. Of course, the farmers are
only about a third of our population and would retain about
two-thirds of the benefit if the duty were actually and fairly
compensatory ; but the compensatory rates in the pending bill
are not of that eharacter at all.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand the Senator’s position. I think
in the case of hides, where the rate is 20 per cent on shoes made
from the hides and 15 per cent on harness made from the hides,
that the farmer is not only losing some of the duty on his animal
hides but he is losing a part of his own hide besides, because he
is certainly paying more for the benefit he receives directly from
the 10 per cent ad valorem imposed on hides than he gets out
of it; that is, the products which he buys are costing him far in
excess of the incereased price he receives for his product.

But I come back to the proposition—and I desire to make
myself clear on it—that where just compensatory duties are
given to the manufacturers and a direct duty is given to the
producer of the raw material, of course, he receives a benefit;
but, practically speaking, the whole body of producers of raw
material, agriculturists as a whole, stand relatively in the same
position, except as noted and qualified by the statement of the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART],

So I wish to repeat that whatever measure of protection is
given to general industry should be liberally applied to agricul-
ture, because the price levels of agriculture are decided!y out of
alignment with its cost levels at the present time.

Mr, BROOKHART. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. GEORGE, I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to ask the Senator a question.
Some time back he intimated that there might be an indirect
benefit to the farmers in the home market arising from the
development of industries in our country. I want fo ask the
Senator if there can be any benefit to the farmer by that kind
of a home market when the price of the farmer's product is
fixed by the sale of his surplus in the competitive market of the
world?

Mr. GEORGE. I did not quite understand the Senator’s
question, though I understogd his premise.

Mr. BROOKHART. One of the strong arguments made to
the farmer is that by the development of industry in our country
there is created a home market for farm products, and that it
ig of great indirect benefit to the farmers to have that market
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at home; but if the price of his product is fixed by the foreign
market, where there is cheap labor and cheap production, does
the farmer get any benefit out of the tariff in his home market?

Mr. GEORGE. I do not think that he does; but I want to
state to the Senator from Iowa——

Mr. BROOKHART. In that case where we have an export-
able surplus the price of the commodity is fixed in the competi-
tive market of the world.

Mr. GEORGE. Bxactly.

Mr. BROOKHART. So, in fact, we have no home market
for agricultural products in that situation.

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly. I said, if the Senator please, that
the farmer must sell at the world price level in that event; but
I was accepting any possible indirect benefit the farmer might
receive simply for the sake of the present argument, and con-
fining myself, as nearly as I could, to such direct benefits as it
was contended by the able chairman of the committee the
farmer was about to receive from the rates incorporated in the
tariff bill as reported by the Senate Committee on Finance,

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr., GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Before the Senator takes his seat I should
like to ask him a question. He was discussing the sectional
character of this bill. I call his attention to page 169, “ Schedule
11—Wools and Manufactures of,” and on page 160 to * Schedule
10—Flax, Hemp, Jute, and Manufactures of.” However, when
we come to page 151, Schedule 9 is not headed “ Cotton and
Manufactures of,” but it applies solely to the manufactures of
cotton,

Mr. SMOOT. Cotton is on the free list.

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that cotton is on the free list,
but recalling that there are probably 300,000 bales of long-staple
cotton imported into this country, largely from Egypt, does the
Senator from Georgia see any reason why the framers of this
bill; if they wanted to be fair to all sections, should not have
put a duty on long-staple cotton and changed the title of the
paragraph so as to read “ Cotton and Manufactures of.”

Mr. GEORGH., I will say to the Senator that I can see
some reason for a duty on long-staple cotton, though very
frankly it is a debatable guestion, and on its merits I am not
prepared to say that a duty on long-staple cotton would be of
actual benefit to the producers; but those who have studied
that question and whose opinion is worth much more than
mine believe that some benefit would be derived from such
a duty.

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDHENT. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. McMASTER. I thought the Senator from Georgia had
conecluded.

Mr, GEORGE. I have concluded, and I yield the floor.

Mr. McMASTER. Mr. President, I should like to ask a ques-
tion of the chairman of the Committee on Finance. I have on
the clerk’s desk a resolution (S. Res. 113) which seeks to
obtain certain information which the Tariff Commission has
in its possession. I inguire if It is proposed that the Senate
ghall take a recess this evening?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr. McMASTER. = Therefore the tariff bill will be before us
again at 12 o'cock to-morrow?

Mr, SMOOT. It will be.

Mr. McMASTER. I want to know if the chairman of the
Finance Committee will give hig permission to have that reso-
lution considered to-morrow at 12 o'clock?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have received a report in
regard to the resolution from the Tariff Commission, but I have
received no report from the Treasury Department, though I
expect one to-morrow morning,

Mr. McMASTER. If that report shall be received, may I ask
for the consideration of the resolution?

Mr. SMOOT, If it will not take undue length of time to
dispose of it T shall not object.

Mr. McMASTER. It is a very important matter, whether it
takes time or whether it does not take time. The resolution
which I have offered seeks the procurement of certain informa-
tion which pertains to the discussion of the tariff bill. If we
do not obtain permission to discuss the resolution, then I am
going to move that the tariff bill may be laid aside and that the
resolution to which I have referred may be considered.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator has that privilege.

Mr. McMASTER. If the chairman of the committee will not
consent that the resolution may be eonsidered

Mr. SMOOT. T have not said that I would not consent to it.
I want first to see what the report from the Treasury Depart-
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ment will be, and I expect to receive it to-morrow morning.
I can not say to the Senator off-hand at this time what that
report will be and what action I shall take when it shall have
been received.

Mr. McMASTER. Regardless of what the report may con-
tain, the resolution will receive some consideration at the hands
of the Senate?

Mr. SMOOT. T think so.

Mr. McMASTER. Regardless of what the Treasury Depart-
ment gays or what the Tariff Commission says?

Mr. SMOOT. I think so.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator from
Utah if he objects to the consideration of the resolution offered
by the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. SMOOT. The resolution was referred fo the committee,
and I have asked for information concerning it. I have a report
on it from the Tariff Commission, and I want a report from
the Treasury Department, which I expect to receive to-morrow
morning.

Mr. HARRISON, A report from the Treasury Department?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is all; and when I receive that report
I shall be perfectly willing to have the resolution laid before
the Senate, providing that it will not lead to unduly long discus-
sion, and I do not know that it will.

Mr, McMASTER. It will not lead to any discussion unless
the chairman of the Finance Committee is opposed to it.

Mr. SMOOT. No; I can not say that. But I do not want
to make any promise until I get the report to which I have
referred, and I expect to receive it to-morrow morning,

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Hampshire
will state it.

Mr. MOSES. The request which the Senator from South Da-
kota makes is tantamount to entering into a unanimous-consent
agreement to fix a time for a vote, and that can not be granted
without summoning a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That does not seem to be the ques-
tion which is submitted to the Chair; so the Chair does not pass
upon it.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, as I understand the resolu-
tion, it seeks to procure information that may be in the hands
of the Tariff Commission. What objection can there possibly
be to any Member of the Senate getting possession of informa-
tion that is in the custody of the Tariff Commission? :

Mr. SMOOT. I received a copy of the resolution, and I fol-
lowed the regular course which is followed by the chairmen of
all committees,

Mr. HARRISON. It would seem fo me if there ever was a
time when Senators ought to be permitted to secure information
from the Tariff Commission it would be at a time when a tariff
bill is being discussed.

Mr, SMOOT. 8o fiar as I am personally concerned, I see no
reason why it should not be obtained——

Mr. HARRISON. I can not see any objection to that being
done,

My, SMOOT. Unless there is some question involved between
foreign countries and our own Government, That ig the only
question I have in mind.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I think if there was any
question involved between this country and foreign countries
a Senator should have a right to the information, I can not
understand upon what theory a Senator may not obtain such
information from the Tariff Commission.

Mr, WATSON. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Indlana?

Mr. HARRISON, I yield.

Mr. WATSON. 1 speak merely from recollection, but, if I
recall aright, Congress enacted a law prohibiting the Tarift
Commission from giving eertain information in which foreign
countries were involved and attaching a penalty to the act of
revealing such information.

Mr. SMOOT. We have a rule of the Senate which provides
that no communiecation from a foreign country shall be printed
in the Recorp.

Mr, MoKELLAR. Does the law to which the Senator from
Indiana refers apply to the Senate?

Mr. WATSON. As I understand, it applies to everybody.

Mr, McKELLAR. So that a Senator can not ask a commis-
sion of the Government for information?

Mr. WATSON,. A penalty is provided by the law for di-
vulging certain information, if I remember correctly.

Mr. McKELLAR. If there is such a law, it ought to be
repealed.

Mr. WATSON. That may be. I think there is such a law,
but I am not quite certain about it.
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Mr, McMASTER. Mr, President, in answer to the Sen-
ator——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Mississippi has
the floor. Does he yield?

Mr. HARRISON. I merely desire to make a further obser-
vation. The resolution does not call on the State Department
for any protests made by foreign governments and such pro-
tests would not be in the hands of the Tariff Commission. The
protests which came to the State Department are now in the
possession of the chairman of the Finance Committee. It is
not that data which the Senator from South Dakota desires, as
I understand,

Mr. SMOOT. That is what the resolution provides:

Resolved, That on request of any Senator, the Finance Committee
of the Senate is hereby directed to obtain from the Tariff Commission
complete and full information, whether confidential or otherwise,
within Iits possession, pertaining to any subject matter contained in
House bill 2667, entitled “An act to provide revenue, fo regulate com-
merce with foreign countries, to encourage the industries of the
United States to protect American labor, and for other purposes”
All soch information o obtained shall be accessible to each Senator,

I have no objection to the resolution, unless there is some
provision of the law which would prevent the Tariff Commis-
sion acceding to the request. I have sent the resolution down
for a report, and I am quite sure I will get the report by to-
morrow. Just as soon as the report comes in, if the resolution
shall not lead to any debate, I shall have no objection to its con-
sideration, but I do not think the Senator ought to expect me
now to make a promise before I have received the report.

Mr. McMASTER. We will wait until to-morrow, and then,
of course, if the Senator will not give permission, I am going to
move that the taviff bill be laid aside and that the reseolution
be considered.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator has that right and I do not want
to take it from him, and would not think of taking it from him
if I eould.

Mr, MCMASTER. And I do not propose that it shall be taken
from me,

Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: Mr. President, I desire
to call attention to sections 97 and 98 of title 19 of the Code of
Laws of the United States, in reference to the matter we were
discussing a few moments ago.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think there is any need of taking it
up, Mr. President., I know what it is.

Mr, McKELLAR, I think there is, in view of the statement
miade by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox]: and I am
afraid the Senator from Utah does not know what it is, because
he was arguing to the contrary just a few moments ago.

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not argue any point whatever.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is waiting on the department
to determine whether or not this information shall be given to
a Senator as provided in the resolution of the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McMAster]. I am going to read the law for
just a moment :

The commission shall put at the disposal of the Presldent of the
United States, the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committee on Finance of the Senate, whenever
requested, all information at its command, and shall make such investi-
gations and reports as may be requested by the President or by either
of said committees or by either branch of the Congress, and shall report
to Congress on the first Monday of December of each year a statement
of the methods adopted and all expenses incurred, and a summary of
all reports made during the year.

And I call the atfention of the Senator from Indiana to the
next paragraph :

The commission shall have power to investignte the tariff relations
between the United States and foreign countries, commercial treaties,
preferential provisions, economic alliances, the effect of export bounties
and preferential transportation rates, the volume of importations com-
pared with domestic production and consumption, and conditions, causes,
and effects relating to competition of foreign industries with those of
the United States, including dumping and cost of production.

So it would seem that the law is very clear that the commis-
sion is directed to obtain the very kind of information which
the Senator from South Dakota seeks by this resolution, and
the eommission is then directed to give all of this information
to certain comrmittees of the Congress, and to the President, and
to the Congress itself. So I take it that there can not be any
doubt, no matfer what any bureau or department of the Gov-
ernment may report, that the Senate is entitled to the informa-
tion agked for by the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I merely desire to say to the
Senafor that my recollection of the subject was hazy; but I

shall look it up to-morrow, and if there be an express statute of
the kind to which I referred I shall call the Senator's attentiod
to it.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I hope to be able to secure
recognition by the Chair at the convening of the Senate to-
morrow to make a few remarks; and I was wondering, unless
some other Senator wants to proceed to-night, if the Senator
will not move a recess at this time. It is half past 4.

Mr. SMOOT. I will tell the Senator what I should like to do,
if the Senate will agree to it: I should like to begin the read-
ing of the bill. When we reach any section to which there is
objection, we will let it go over. If there is no objection, we
can agree to it. 'We can utilize a half hour or so in that way,
and get that far along with the reading of the bill. If any
Senator objects to the consideration of any of the sections, it
will immediately go over.

Mr., KING. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to his colleague?

Mr. SMOOT. I do.

Mr. KING. Under the unanimous-consent agreement which
has been entered into, the only portions of the administrative
provisions which will be read are the amendments: and the
first amendment to be considered might provoke some discussion,

Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President; we will begin with section
301, and we agreed to read the bill, but the comnrittee amend-
ments were to be considered first. There are no amendments
at all to many of the sections, and I can not see why we should
not read them to-day and get them behind us, and save that
amount of time.

I do not ask that the Senafor from Mississippi go on and
speak to-night. I simply ask that we begin reading the bill
on page 280. If there is any objection to any section of the
bill, of course it will go over; but in that way we may dispose
of a number of the sections to-night.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr, KING. Probably there will be no objection to reading
for a few minutes, until the first amendment is reached.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I understand that this is to
be a reading of the administrative features?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. Title III, the administrative features.

Mr. SWANSON. If I understand the situation properly, un-
der the resolution of the Senator from North Carolina the ad-
ministrative features are to be first considered.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr, SWANSON. ' The request of the Senator from Utah refers
only to beginning the reading of the administrative features of
the bill this afternoon?

Mr. SMOOT. That is all. The resolution provided that we
should first consider Titles III and IV, and we will begin with
Title III,

Mr. KING obtained the floor.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, if we are going to pro-
ceed to that——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. KING. Will the Senator permit me to offer an amend-
ment? I have the floor.

Mr, BROOKHART. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah has the
floor.

Mr. KING. If the Senator will pardon me for just one mo-
ment, I notice that the first provision of the bill which we will
take up for reading relates to the Philippine Islands.

Mr. McKELLAR. What page is that?

Mr. SMOOT. Page 280.

Mr, KING. Page 364

Mr, SMOOT. No; page 280, Title III, section 301.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that under
the unanimous-consent agreement the committee amendments
come first and the individual amendments afterwards.

Mr. KING. The junior Senator from Utah is aware of that,
My, President. 1 rose merely for the purpose of saying that
the first provision, as I have it in the bill before me, section 301,
relates to the Philippine Islands. I have two amendments which
I desire to offer in order to have them printed and lie upon the
table.

May I say, merely by way of explanation, that for a number
of years last past, probably during the past 8 or 10 years, at
every session of Congress I have introduced a bill providing for
the independence of the Philippine Islands; and upon a number
of occasions I have submitted a resolution requesting the Presi-
dent of the United States to enter into negotiations with those
powers having any interest in and about the Pacific Ocean for
the purpose of negotiating a treaty which would recognize, if it
did not guarantee, the independence of the Philippine Islands.
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My thought was that If we could simultaneously inaugurate
measures to give the Filipinos independence and secure by
treaty an agreement with all nations having interests in the
Pacific Ocean recognizing the independence of the Filipinos, some
of the objections which have been urged to Philippine independ-
ence might be eliminated.

1 recall that it has been said upon the floor of the Senate that
one objeetion to granting independence to the Filipinos was that
perhaps Japan might seek to acquire the islands, and that
might precipitate some international controversy. I have said,
from a full understanding and knowledge of the question and
after investigation, that there is no such intention upon the
part of the Japanese Government. Japan has never evineed any
desire to acquire the Philippine Archipelago or any portion of
it. Very few Japanese reside in the Philippine Islands; less
now than many years ago. I have had oecasion to say that sev-
eral hundred years ago Japan for a limited time did exercise
jurisdiction or sovereignty or authority over the Philippine
Archipelago; but the islands were not suited to the Japanese
as a habitaf, and Japan voluntarily abandoned whatever author-
ity she had exercised for some limited period over the hilippine
Archipelago.

However, to meet any possible objection that might be urged
upon the ground that Japan had imperialistic ambitions—am-
bitions to acquire the Philippine Islands—I have heretofore
offered a resolution requesting the President of the United
States to institute negotiations with all powers that were inter-
ested in the Pacific for a treaty which would secure the inde-
pendence of the Filipinos. Therefore, Mr, President, I have
changed the bill which is now pending in the Senate, and the
resolution, and offer them now in the form of amendments to
the pending bill. :

1 desire to say that while I may not formally present these
amendments when the bill is under consideration, I was induoced
to offer them because I had been told that notwithstanding the
action of the Finance Committee in refusing to tax the Fili-
pinos through this bill, an action of which I heartily approve,
there is an underground movement—and I do not say it by way
of casting any aspersion upon anyone—tio overturn the aection
of the committee and to subject the Filipinos to some form of
taxafion, or to introduce into this bill some amendment which
will restrict the importation into the United States of products
from the Philippine Islands., I think we can avoid some of the
difticnlties which seem now to arise when we consider the sugar
schedule, particularly, and the oil schedule, if we shall onee
and for all say to the Filipinos, “ You shall be independent.”
It that shall be done, and we give them their independence,
then, ohviously, they would fall into the same eategory as all
other nations, and any tariff duties imposed upon other coun-
tries must necessarily be imposed upon the Philippine Islands.

I ask that the amendments which I have offered be printed
and lie upon the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments will be printed
and lie upon the table,

The Secretary will read Title III.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, section 301 no doubt should go
over, because an amendment has already been offered to if. I
ask that it be passed over. 3

The VICE PRESIDENT, Section 301 will go over.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read the bill, beginning
with section 302, page 283, “ Porto Rico—exemption from in-
ternal-revenue taxes.”

AMr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to say to the Senate that
that is exactly the existing law. There is no amendment; and
I hardly think it is necessary to read it, unless some Senator
wants it read.

Mr. HARRISON. As a matter of fact, this is the same pro-
vision that is in the House bill?

Mr, SMOOT. Exactly.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senate has not amended it at all?

Mr. SMOOT. Not in the least. I desire also to say at this
point that in passing over these sections in this way, where I
ask that they be not read, at any time before the third reading
of the bill if Senators want to return to any of the sections
I am not going to offer any objection. I do not want to hurry
this matter along with the idea of precluding any Senator from
speaking upon any of these provisions.

Mr, MoKELLAR. In other words, upon the application of
any Senator we can return to the provision?

Mr, SMOOT. Certainly. I am not going to be captions over
this matier at all

Mr. MCKELLAR. I am sure the Senator is not.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secretary will continue the
reading of the bill.

The legislative elerk procceded to read section 303, page 283,
“ Countervailing duties.”
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Mr. SMOOT. The same thing is true there, Mr. President.
There iz no Senate committee amendment.

Mr. KING. Mr, President, was there any Honse amendment
to the existing law?

Mr, SMOOT. No.

The legisiative clerk proceeded to read section 304, page 284,
“Marking of imported articles.”

Mr. SMOOT. I am told that a Senator who is not here
desires to offer an amendment te that section, so T ask that it go
over.

The YICE PRESIDENT. The section will be passed over.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read section 305, page 256,
“ Immoral articles—importation prohibited.”

Mr. KING. I should like to have that section read.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 will make just a brief statement in re-
gard to it.

Mr. KING. I think there will be some objection to this
section.

Mr. SMOOT. Then let it ga over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The section will be passed over.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read seetion 308, page 288,
* Cattle, sheep, swine, and meats—importation prohibited in
certain cases.”

The next amendment of the Committee on Finauce was, on
page 288, line 8, after the word “swine,” to strike out “and
meats” and insert “meats, and plants,” so as to make the
heading read:

Suc. 806, Cattle, sheep, swine, meats, and plants—importation pro-
hibited in eertain cases.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

Mr. SMOOT. I will state to the Senator from Arkansas that
the only change in this section is our amendment appearing on
page 290, headed “ Plant quarantine.”

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, I wanted to ask the Senator
from Utah a question. He anficipated in part my inquiry. Is
the language of paragraph (a), on page 288, commencing in line
11 and extending down to line 21, identical with the language
of existing law?

Mr. SMOOT. The committee amendment, page 200, lines 1 to
11, provides that the plant quarantine aect shall not be constrned
to permit the exclusion of any nursery stock or other plant,
fruit, vegetable root, bulb, or seeds or other plant product unless
such articles are infected with disease or infested with injurious
insects new to or not widely prevalent within the United Stafes,
or unless the Secretary of Agriculture has reason to belicve
that such articles are so infected or infested. Under the act,
as construed by the Sceretary of Agriculture, the Secretary has
placed an embargo npon numerous classes of nursery stock and
plant preducts even though the particular articles are not dis-
eased or infested. Apparently the law has been construed to
permit the exclusion of plants and plant products to greater ex-
tent than Congress intended. The amendment will insure a
proper and limited construction of the plant quarantine act.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, I was not inguiring about
paragraph (d), on page 290. I inquired whether the language
of paragraph (a), on page 288, was identical with existing law,
The execution of that statute, or a similar one, or the use of the
power referred to in’ paragraph (a), has eaused considerable
discussion between this country and other countries.

Mr. SMOOT. And it has been amended. Section 306 of the
act of 1922 prohibits the importation of cattle, but permits the
Secretary of Agriculture to suspend the operation of the pro-
hibition if he determines the importations will not tend to
introduce or spread disease among the cattle of the United
States. The bill, as it passed the House, specifles this prohibi-
tion shall apply against the importation not only of cattle but
of sheep, swine, and other domestic animals and meats from
countries in which the Secretary of Agriculfure has determined
rinderpest or foot-and-mouth disease does exist. The bill, as it
passed the House, also transferred the administrative provisions
of paragraph 306 of the act of 1922, which are closely related in
their application to section 300, without change in substance,
and made the provisions of that paragraph with respect to the
regulations apply to the enfire section. The Senate committee
mide no change in the House bill with respect to the foregoing
provisions. In other words, the purpose is——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I understand the purpose; it
is to make clear the meaning and purpose of this proposed stat-
ute; but the Senator either has not understood my question, or
he does not want to answer it. My question is whether the
presenf law is identical with the language of this bill, and if
there is a change from existing law made by paragraph (a),
what is the nature of the change?

Mr. SMOOT., There is a change from existing law. The only
change that was made In existing law is just what I have
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stated. This gives thie Secretary of Agriculture power to pro-
hibit the importation of sheep and other domestic animals from
countries in which the Secretary of Agriculture has determined
rinderpest or foot-and-mounth disease exists, He has the power
to do it now. It is virtoally made mandatory, instead of being
permissive, as it was under the old law.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is the distlnetion, then,
between the present law and the proposed statute?

Mr. SMOOT. That is all there is to it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, That the Secretary of Agricul-
ture under this provision would be required——

Mr, SMOOT. To do it,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If, for instance, the foot-and-
mouth disease should be held by him to exist in Argentina, he
not only would have the diseretion, but under this proposed
statute he would be compelled, to discontinue all importations
from Argentina of cattle, sheep, and the other animals and
products specified?

Mr, SMOOT. It is virtually a prohibition.

Mr. BROOKHART. DMr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. In regard to that, foot-and-mouth dis-
ease does exist in Argentina, and I think there is an embargo
now and has been for a considerable time,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, That is not germane to my
inquiry. I am inquiring about the policy of the statute, There
is the very greatest complaint made by Argentina that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture in the exercise of a discretion now con-
ferred on him by law has interrupted commerce between the
two countries and has shut out Argentine beef and mutton for
the purpose of preventing limited competition which might
otherwise arise, due to the importation into the United States
of Argentine products. The committee has determined upon the
policy of requiring the Secretary of Agriculture to close the
marts of the United States to Argentine beef whenever he
learns that there exists the foot-and-mouth disease in Argentina.

Mr. SMOOT. When it is finally determined, then it becomes
mandatory, and is not permissive.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I will not objeet to a pro forma
acceptance of the amendment, but reserve the right to call up
the particular section at a subsequent time, I make that reser-
vation because I have had complaints made to me of the alleged
capricious exercise of authority by the Agricultural Department
not only with respect to meat cattle, beef, and o on, but I have
also had many complaints with regard to the importation of
flour.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I say to the junior Sena-
tor from Utah that the pending amendment is in relation to
plants?

Mr, KING. I thought it related to meat cattle.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I made an inquiry of the
genior Senator from Utah as to whether a section that is not
sought to be amended by the Finance Committee is identical
with existing law, and he has explained that there is this change
in the House provision, which was not sought to be amended by
the Finance Committee, namely, that the present law authorizes
the Secretary of Agriculture to discontinue importations from
foreign countries of meats where livestock are afflicted with
foot-and-mounth disease, whereas the language of the pending
bill, which is not sought to be amended, requires the Secretary
to discontinue those importations; so that there is no amend-
ment pending as to the langnage to which I am referring. The
question before the Senate is on an amendment designated as
paragraph (d), on page 290, which has no relation to meats, but
which has relation to plants,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, when we come to deal with both
of these sections, if they arve not subject to amendment now
under the rule which we have adopted, to consider only Senate
committee amendments, I desire to offer some amendments to
both sections,

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator will have that
opportunity.

Mr. SMOOT. I have already stated that the Senator would
have that opportunity. As to paragraph (d), page 290, I will
say to the Senator from Arkansas that the only change in exist-
ing law is the insertion of these words:

or unless the Secretary of Agriculture has reason to belleve that such
plants or plant producis are so infected or infested.

This refers to plants.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I would like to inquire why
the committee adopted one policy with respect to meats and
went to the trouble of writing into the law a different policy
with respect to plants, Now it appears that in the exercise of
the discretion given him the Seeretary of Agriculture has been
too strict and has shut out plants because they were feared to

be infefted which the committee would like to see admitted.
In the exercise of the discretion which the law gives him with
respect to meats, he has apparently not been strict enough to
suit the committee, and they are requiring him to do what they
are forbidding him to do with respect to plants.

Mr. REED. Mr, President, may I explain that?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Somebody ought to explain it, '

if it ean be explained.

Mr. SMOOT. Under the act as construed by the Secretary of .

Agriculture, the Secretary has placed an embargo upon numer-
ous classes of nursery stock and plant products, even though
the particular articles are not diseased or infected.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, That is true of the meats
from Argentina and other foreign countries. The test iz not
whether the particular imports are affected with disease; the
test made by the committee in this bill is thaf if the Secretary
finds the livestock in foreign countries are afflicted with foot-
and-mounth disease, he is required to shut off all importations,
The manifest purpose of this is to provide an embargo on
certain products from foreign countries.

Mr, SMOOT. Providing they are diseased.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No; that is the very point.'

The imports do not have to be diseased. There are countries
which are very large in area which produce livestock, and if
the Secretary of Agriculture, under this provision, finds that in
such a country livestock are afflicted with a disease, without
regard to whether the particular products which are being
imported are infected, he must exclude the products from the
markets of this country; but as to plants, he nrust find that the
particular plants being imported are infected before he can
exclude them. In other words, the committee is attempting to
apply one rule to the importation of plants and the contrary
rule to the importation of meats, They may be justified in
doing if, but I would like to know why they are taking that
unusual conrse.

Mr. SMOOT. I felt we are justified in doing it, for this
reason, that meats are human food, and I think it is very easy
for the Secretary of Agriculture to defermine whether there is
a disease among cattle in any country in the world that exports
cattle to this country, and if there is, it is better for us not to
take the chance of imrporting the same into the United States.
That is of great importance compared with allowing an infected
plant to come in, With one we make it mandatory, and with
the other we make it permissive.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. I merely want to point out
what paragraph (a), relating to foot-and-mouth disease, really
provides :

If the Secretary of Agriculture determines that rinderpest or foot-

and-mouth disease exists in any foreign country, he shall officially notify
the Secretary of the Treasury and give public notice thereof, and there-
after, and until the Becretary of Agriculture gives notice in a similar
manner that such disease no longer exists in such foreign country, the
importation into the United States of cattle, sheep, or other domestie
ruminants, or swine, or of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef, veal, mutton,
lamb, or pork, from such foreign country, is prohibited.

That is, if he learns that in one part of a foreign country
there is this disease, to whatever extent, he is not only per-
mitted, as by the present law, but he is to be required to shut
out all imports of such products from that country.

There is power in the Secretary of Agriculture, sanctioned by
law, to impose an embargo. We might as well understand,
whatever the merit of the policy is, that we are writing into
the bill a provision which will unguestionably result in bitter
controversy between the United States and foreign countries,

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I would like to ask the chair-
man of the committee to let this paragraph go over until to-
morrow morning. It is now after 5 o’clock.

Mr. SMOOT. That is, paragraph (a)?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is no necessity requir-
ing it to go over. There is no amendment pending, and any
Senator at any time before the bill is finally disposed of may
offer an amendment to paragraph (a). I am pointing out the
situation in order that Senators may see its significance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is an amendment in the sub-

head, but that is the only amendment.’

Mr. GEORGE. I call the Senator's attention to that fact.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The particular paragraph I
have been discussing is not songht to be amended by the
Finance Committee, and therefore it is subject to amendment at
any time before the bill ig disposed of.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, like everything else in a tariff
bill, these things are the result not so much of theory as of
the practical working out of previous bills in an effort to cor-
rect mistakes, The House evidently believed that the Secre-
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tary of the Treasary had been too lax in his enforcement of
fhe animal disense quarantine provision. Accordingly they
changed the law and made it as drastic as the Senator from
Arkansas has poinfed out. In the hearings on the adminis-
trative sections of the bill before the Finance Committee, at
which onr Demoeratic friends as well as the majority were
present, I do not recall that any witness or any Member of
Congress offered a criticism of the animal quarantine section,
No member of the committee, either majority or minority, made
any criticism of the policy adopted by the House. It undonbt-
edly does make a very strict rule and it is conceivable that these
animal diseases might occur in Tierra del Fuego and not in
continental Argentina, and the result might be a very great
hardship to Argentine {rade and not produce the resulg we are
looking for.

Now, when we came to the last paragraph 1 had a little fo
do with the offering of the amendment to the plant quarantine
act. There ever since 1919 the attitude of the Department of
Agriculture has been excessively arbitrary and unreasonable,
It has been the most bureaucratie, inexcnsable interference with
normil trade that I know anything about. When the plant
(uarantine act was passed it authorized the Secretary of Agri-
culture fo esxtablish an embargo against any plant believed to
he diseased. An order was prepared and issued reciting that,
“Whereas numerous plant diseases exist in the five continents
of the world,” naming them, * therefore by authority of the
act the importation of any plant from any country is hereby
prohibifed exeept such as may be specially authorized here-
after.” Congress never in the world meant the Department of
Agriculture to assume any such bureancratic power, but
throughont both Democratic and Republican administrations
that has been persisted in. The result has been that the nurs-
ery gardeners, for example, of the United States, have been
unable to get bulbs of particular varviefies from Holland,
although not a soul on earth pretends that they were diseased.

That is true in hundreds of other cases where it had not even
been suggested that a plant was diseased. Nevertheless, under
this swecping order in its blind and unreasonable embargo
effeet against everything from everywhere, articles that were
perfectly free of disease were prevented from importation.
That is what we were trying to correct.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor yield?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not pose as a champion
of the Department of Agrienlfore, and my knowledge of {he
operations of existing law wilh respeet to the importation of
planis from foreign countries is very limited. But while it is
probably true that under existing law there has been very rigid
enforcement of the exclusion of infested and infected plants, I
peint out to the Senator from Pennsylvania the fact that under
the pending provision if it is enacted into law great diffienitics
of administration may be encountered. Under the pending pro-
vision any plant apparently may be imported inio the United
sStates unless the Secretary of Agriculture has investigated and
ascertained that the plant is diseased.

Mr. REED. Oh, no, Mr. President.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Read the language,

‘Mr. REED. If the Senator will read the last three lines
le will gee that it iz within the power of the Secretary to
issne an order that no bulbs shall be brought from Holland,
we will say, or that no particular planfs, naming them, shall
be brought from particniar regions, naming them. He has that
authority. He does not have fo examine each plant. We never
meant to make possible any such requirement as that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think that is probably true,
as the Senator points it out, but I believe that is what is being
done. I will content myself with saying to (he Senator from
Pennsylvania that that is what I think the langnage accom-
plishes, and in view of thal stafement I suggest to him that lie
study it a littie further.

Mr, REED. I shall be glad to do that and to do it in con-
junction with the Senator from Arkansas, because T conceive
that we are aiming af the same thing, and I do not certainly
want to reach an absurd result.

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from 'ennsylvania a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Twes the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield?

Mr. REED. (‘ertainly.

Mr, McEKELLAR., Is not the smwe fault that the Senator
finds with the present law regarding plant quarantine about to
be reenacted in section 306, paragraph (ua), in reference to
meats and cattle?

Mr. REED. Yes If our atfention had been called to it I
am inclined to think that what we would have done in the
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Iinance Committee would bave been to provide that if the See-
retary has reason to apprehend that fhese diseages might be
brought in, then he should put on an embargo.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is the existing law,

Mr. SMOOT. It is the existing law.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have never heard very much
complaint that the existing law has not been rigidly enforeed,

Mr. SMOOT, There has been complaint from the enttlemen
and also from the meat producers,

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but the object of the
complaint primarily was to accomplish under this power of the
Secretary of Agrieulture what could not be accomplished other-
wise, namely, an embargo on ithose products.

Mr., CONNALLY. Mr, President, may T ask the Senator a
question?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr, CONNALLY., An embargo against countries wlere the
foot-and-month disease exists oughf to be permitted under the
law.

Mr. REED. Docs the Senator mean that it ought to be man-
datory on the part of the Secretary of Agricultnre?

Mr. CONNALLY. Yos,

Mr. REED. That is what the commitice thought.

Mr, CONNALLY. Senafors will recall that we had an out-
break of the foot-and-mouth disease in Texas a few years ago,
which cost the Government millions of dollars.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Of course, I have no sympathy
for the foof-and-mouth disease, but let me point out to the Sen-
ator from Texas that under a similar provision, if it were made
effeciive in foreign couniries against the United States, then,
when the foot-and-mouth disease existetl in New Hampshire,
caftie products of Texas conld not be exported from the United
States to foreign countries, 1 merely mean to say that this is
quite an important provision and the policy that underlies it
affects very intimately our foreign relations, I think the Senate
ought to give careful consideration to it.

Mr. CONNALLY. As I mnderstand if, the dizease now exists
in Argentina and there is an embargo here against it. My in-
formation is thaf the Argentine Republie has not taken any
adequate steps to exterminate it and if we do not have an
cmbargo there will be no inducement to the Argentine Govern-
ment to exterminate it in that country. It is such a virulent
disease that it is instant death fo ecattle and in order to remove
the possibility of its spread we have to destroy the cattle and
burn their bodies and burn all the stables and pastnres and
every other thing with which they have come in contact. Tt
would manifestly be impractical to admit eattle relying upon
the examination of the individual animal to determine whether
or not it had the foot-and-mouth disease. T think fhis is a very
wholesome regulation and ought fo be mandatory if the disease
exists in a forcign country. If the foreign country wants to
exterminate it, then we ean bring in iis cattle at a later time.

ADDEESS EY SECEETARY OF THE INTERIOR BEFORE GOVERNORS
CQONFERENCE
Mr. THOMAS of Ildaho. Mr. President, I ask unaninmus

congent to have printed in the REcorp an address delivered by
Hon. Ray L. Wilbur, Secretary of the Interlor, at Boise, Idaho,
before the conference of governors of several Western States
called by Governor Baldridge, of Idaho, July 9, 1920, on the
subject The Future of the Publiec Domain.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE FUTURE OF THE PUBLIC DOMAIN

A vigorous pioneer people of diverse bloods, but prinecipally of Anglo-
Saxon and northern European stocks, crossed the turbulent Atlantle and
founded settlements along the eastern shors of our great continent.
After a century or more of strugole against new conditlonsg and the
native Indians, who were already in possession, they acguired sufficient
numbers with constant immigration and a high birth rate to begin that
great migration westward fhrough the dark and bloody ground of Ken-
tucky to the western reserve, the prairle States, and finally over the
Rockics to the Pacifie slope.

They came as hunters, frappers, and miners, but primarily as farmers.
As new territories were acquired, only those lands suitable for home-
steading were thought to be worthy of eonsideration, Speaking broadly,
our people were farmer minded and thought in terms of raising or
grazing. But little respeet was given to lands that were not obviously
suitable for such purposes. West of the Missourl River a new set of
conditions, forelgn to the thinking of those in the better-watered Eastern
States, bad to Le met. The problem outside of the strictly mountainous
areas was alwavs the same—the searcity of water—doe to the small
annnal rainfall, Brigham Young was onc of the first great leaders to
build a eciviligation right in the face of a stern, relentless, arid nature.

We now have scattered settlements all over the western part of the
United States based on better farming, better selected seeds, and frri-
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gation, Those who depend upon the regular rains of the summer have
no conception of irrigation and its peculiar respongibilities, Great Civi-
lizations have matured and some of them have died in the arid regions
of the Old World and some are mow on the way in the new., It
demands communal living and thinking and peaceful conditions for
people to join in together to finance and maintain large water-distribut-
ing systems.

Even the control of the flow of water from a single ditch demands
rigld cooperation and fair play. It is to this that I ascribe the re-
sponsiveness of the people of such States as are here represented to
forward-looking progressive measures for the common good if they are
properly tempered to the high initiative and sense of personal responsi-
bility characteristic of our citizens,

It is important for us te face the present situation squarely. The
safety and survival of the human race depends upon its control of
chlorophyl—the green coloring matter of plants, This substance in the
presence of water and sunlight and with the materials derived from the
soil manufactures gtarch and other food substances for the growth of
plants. From these plants we derive foods, cotton, wool, wood, and
rubber ; and by feeding animals with them we get more food, hides, and
a large amount of animal service. In faect, without the milk manufac-
tured from plants by cows and goats we would be unable to raise many
of our own human babies. With our new methods of transportation
the food supply of the world is coming more and more to be held in
common to be drawn on by all, and the tropical sunshine beating down
on a coconut palm 365 days in the year is competing with a reindeer
feeding on the mosges of the subarctic summer in the making of fat. We
now have more than sufficient food available for all, and while it is
probable that we will breed up to the bread line, countries like our own
think of the bread line in other terms than those of merely filling the
stomach, They demand an economle gtatus that would have been luxury
to a king of a hundred years ago. There is, though, a set physiological
limdt to the amount of food an individual consumes. We have produced
too much of some kinds, and with the industrialization and urbaniza-
tion of a growing percentage of our people there has also been a shift
in the type of foods eaten,

This, together with the greater productiveness of favored areas with
the help of better seed, better methods, and more machinery, has in-
ereased the amount of so-called marginal lands where the farmer's life
is a struggle against heavy odds. 1 know of no more painful act than
to place a man, and particularly his wife, on a piece of land where they
are foreordained to a prolonged, agonizing failure. The economics of
a new farm project must be essentially sound or a social crime is in
prospect,

These facts must be held before us in considering that great part of
the western United States which is still in the possession of the Federal
Government. There has been a good deal of talk of conservation. The
real conservation problem of the West is the conservation of water.
Plant life demands water; we must have plants suitable for our own
uses or we can bave no civilization. From Nebraska west water and
water alone is the key to our fature. We need the mountains and the
hills and a great protected back country or we can not have sufficient
water for our valleys, We must replace homestead thinking with water-
shed thinking, since watersheds are primary to western homes. We can
no longer afford to think only in terms of immediate uses and selfish
interests. There must be a great western strategy for the protection of
our watersheds and the plant life on them, however undesirable and
unimportant some of 1t may seem to be. A eactus or a sagebrush which
has fought its way to maturity against drought plays its part in fur-
thering rainfall and in stopping soil erosion, that carse of all caltivated
countries. Overgrazing by sharp-nosed animals cuts down the plant
life, increases crosion, buries water holes, increases flood damage, and is
harmful to water conservation. Plants hold the snow and the rain,
prevent rapid run-off and soil erosion, and build a balanced set of
natural conditions which ecan only be broken at the peril of those
bringing it about.

The public domain has been abused, overgrazed, and not respected in
many sections of the country, and yet, unless we cherish and care for
the lands now in possession of the United States in forests and public
domain, we in the West will repeat the fall of anclent Ninevah and
Tyre, which was due to the abuse of plant life and water failure, or the
degradation of Korea and parts of China with man-made barrenness,
floods, erosion, and decay. We must stop thinking in terms of immedi-
ate production in viewing much of the publie land of to-day. The for-
ests must be protected or harvested constructively, overgrazing must be
stopped, and experts in plant life and water conservation must be our
guides. It is difficult to understand and properly control such problems
from Washington.

It seems to me that it is time for a new puoblic-land policy, which will
inchude transferring to those States willing to aceept the responsibility
the confrol of the surface rights of all public lands not included in
national parks or monuments or in the national forests. With sound
State policies based on factunl thinking it may eventually develop that
it is wiser for the States to comtrol even the present national forests.
Buch a policy will need to be worked out so as to hold the oil, coal, and
mineral rights of public lands subject to some form of proper Federal
prospecting law, with development on a royalty basis of discoveries, and
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with due consideration to conservation for the future. The poliey of
transferring Federal lands for school purposes is well established and
could be further initiated wherever State laws and State policy warrant
the transfer,

The States of the West are water conscious and they can more read-
ily build up those wise water conservation mecasures, upon which their
very life depends, than can the distant Washington Government. It
would be fair, too, for the citizens of Western States to have the privi-
leges already in the possession of those of the East.

Responsibility makes for real statehood just as it makes for manhood.
The Western States are man grown and capable of showing it.

The National Government ean still be helpful in building dams, in pro-
tecting navigable streams, and in assisting with State compacts, but it
should withdraw from the details of management of community enter-
prises properly subject to State laws.

You men representative of the Western States cculd well prepare
your State government by proper park, grazing, lumbering, and water
conservation laws for the reception of the new responsibility of the
public domain. 1 feel that in the long run you can be more safely
trusted to administer that heritage wisely than it can be done from
offices in the National Capital,

It will require trained vigion and forward thinking if the semiarid
West is to conserve its own future.

ADDRESS BY FIRST ASSIISTANT SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, JOSEPH
M. DIXON

Mr. THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp an address delivered by
Hon. Joseph M. Dixon, First Assistant Secretary of the Interior,
at the Public Land States Governors' Conference, held at Salt
Lake City, August 26 and 27, 1920,

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Based upon the knowledge gained from nearly 40 years' residence in
the West and upon many years of service in both legislative and admin-
istrative duties in Montana and Washington, I have faith to believe
that out of this eonference will come much of good to the people of the
public-land States and to the Nation as a whole.

We meet not as partisans but as citizens of a common country lmhued
with the sole idea of setting in motion a movement that will solve the
perplexing problems now invelved in the joint administration of Btate
and Federal government in the public-land States of the West.

For the success of the plan it argues well that the present Chief
Executive of the Federal Government was born and rearcd In the West
and has a sympathetic interest in its people and its local problems,

It is also not without interest to know that all of the chief admin-
istrative officials of the Department of the Interior, which deals almost
exclusively with the problems of the West, are men of the West, who
have lived their lives among and with you.

In order that you may have at first hand, and for your Immedlate
consideration at this conference, the present conclusions and tentative
plans of President Hoover in his desire to fully cooperate with you
in this work, he has dlctated the following letter to me for presenta-
tion to this conference of the western governors and their delegated
representatives @

THe WHiTE HOUSE,
Washington, August 21, 1929,
Hon. JosgpH M. DIXON,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. O\ .

My DeAR SECRETARY DixoX: I have for some years given thought to
the necessity and desirability for a further step in development of the
relations between the Federal and State Governments in respect to the
public lands and the Beclamation Service. The meeting of the gov-
ernors of the public-land States at Salt Lake City, which you are
attending, offers an opportunity for consideration of some phases of
these questions, and I should appreciate it if you would present them
to the governors.

It may be staied at once that our Western States have long since
passed from their swaddling clothes and are fo-day more competent to
manage much of these affairs than is the Federal Government. More-
over, we must seck every opportunity to retard the expansion of Federal
bureancracy and to place our communities in control of their own
destinies, The problems are in large degree administrative in character,
both as they affect the Federal Government and the government of the
States.

It seems to me that the time has come when we should determine
the facts in the present situation, should consider the policies now
being pursued and the changes which I might recommend to Congress,

That these matters may be gone into exhaustively and that I may
be advised intelligently, I propose to appoint a commission of 9 or
10 members, at least & of whom should be chosen from leading citi-
zens of the public-land States, and I should like to secure the coopera-
tion of the governors by submission from them of mames for such a
commission. This commission would naturally cooperate with the
Department of the Interior.




3572

As an indication of the far-reaching character of the subjects which
could come before such & commission, I may recount certain tentative
suggestions for its consideration. No doubt other subjects and other
proposals would arise,

PUBLIC LANDS
The most vital question in respect to the remaining free public lands

for both the individual States and the Nation is the preservation of their |-

most important yalue—that is, grazing, The remaining free lands of
the pullic domain—that is, not including lands reserved for parks,
forests, Indians, minerals, power gites, and other minor reserves—are
valuable in the main only for that purpose.

The first of the tentative suggestions, therefore, is that the surface
rights of the remaining unappropriated. unreserved public lands should,
gubject to eertain details for protection of homesteaders and the smaller
gtockmen, be transferred to the State governments for public-school pur-
poses and thus be placed under State administration,

At the present time these unappropriated lands aggregate in the
neighborhood of 180,000,000 acres, and in addition some 10,000,000
acres have been withdrawn for purposes of stock watering places and
stock drives, which might be transferred as a part of a program of
range preservation. In addition some 35,000,000 acres have been with-
drawn for coal and shale reserves, the surface rights of which with
proper reservations might be added to this program of range develop-
ment in the hands of the States. o

Reports which I have received indicate that due to lack of construc-
tive regulation the grazing value of these lands is steadily decreasing
due to overgrazing and their deterioration, aside from their decreased
value in the production of herds, is likely to have a marked effect upon
the destruction of the soil and ultimately npon the water supply. They
bring no revenue to the Federal Government. The Federal Government
iz ineapable of the adequate administration of matters which require so
large a matter of local understanding. Practically none of these lands
can be commercially afforested, but in any event the forest reserves
could be rounded out from them where this is desirable. Therefore, for
the best interest of the people as a whole and people of the Western
States and the small farmers and stockmen by whom they are primarily
used, they should be managed and the policies for their use determined
by the State governments.

The capacity which the individual States have shown in handling
gchool lands already ceded out of every township which are of the
game character is in itself proof of this, and most of the individual
States slready maintsin administrative organization for this purpose,
g0 that but little added burden would thus be imposed. They could
to the advantage of the animal industry be made to ultimately yield
gome proper return to the States for school purposes and the funda-
mental values could be safeguarded in a fashion not possible by the
Federal Government. They would also increase the tax base of the
Btate governments,

A question might arise upon the allotment of the Federal road fund
as a result of a shift of the public-land ownership. It would only be
just if this allotment could be undisturbed for at least 10 years, while
the States were organizing their range-conservation measures. ~

It is not proposed to transfer forest, park, Indian, and other existing
reservations which have a distinetly national as well as local importance.
Inasmuch as the royalties from mineral rights revert to the Western
States, either direct or through the reclamation fund, their reservation
to the Federal control is not of the nature of a deprival.

RECLAMATION SERYVICE

It seems to me that the vital questions here are to reorient the diree-
tion of the Reclamation Service primarily to the storage of water and
to simplify its administration.

The reclamation fund and the Reclamation Service were created in
1902, and the situation hassince changed materially. The present plan,
as you ave aware, is that receipts from sale of public lands, mineral
royalties, and repayments by the beneficiaries for expenditure upon
projects all accrue to this fund. The Reclamation Service undertakes
gpecial projects upon the authorization of Congress, which are financed
from the fund on the basis of return by the landowners or purchasers of
the cost of the project, but without interest, for a term of years. A
total of approximately $182,000,000 has been expended from the fund.

The present reclamation act is based fundamentally on the reclama-
tion of Government-owned lands. Possible areas available for reclama-
tion bave now passed almost wholly into private ownership and the
use of the reclamation fund for further projects may be legally ecriti-
cized, owing to the fact that the land i8 no longer part of the publie
domain and eircumlocution by voluntary agreements may not always be
possible.

Moreover, the application of the fund under the present organization

- regults in very large Federal administrative activities within the State
of a character which was never originally eontemplated and which could
be mueh better administered by the local State governments themselves.
In many ways it duplicates the Btate water administrations.

There are several tentative suggestions for more effective handling of
the fund. For instance, the Reclamation Service for all new projects
might well be confined to the construction of permanent works; that is,
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dams and such construction as results in water storage—and at the
completlon of such construction the entire works be handed over to the
Btates with no obligation for repayment to the reclamation fund except
such revenues as might arise from electrical power and possibly in some
cases from the sale of water until the outlay has been repaid or in
any event for not longer than, say, 50 years.

Apgain, there are certain instances of insufficiently ecapitalized com-
munity-owned irrigation projects which are at the point of failure, for
whom the reclamation fund might be made a proper vehicle to rescue
homes that are now in jeopardy.

A further activity which might be considered for incorporation in the
Reclamation Service would be the authorization to join with the Btates
and loeal communities or private individuals for the creation of water
storage for irrigation purposes. The primary purpose of these sug-
gestions is thus to devote the Federal Government activities to the
creation of water storage and a reduction of other activities within the
States,

Under such arrangements the States would have the entire manage-
ment of all new reclamation projects and would themselves deal with
the irrigation-land questions and land settlements. It is only through
the powers of the States that reclamation districts can legally be organ-
ized which would incorporate the liability of privately owned lands for
irrigation expenditure and by such organization it ought to be possible
to finance the subsidiary works,

By direction of the Reclamation Service in-some such manner the
large provision of water storage would ultimately secure a very large
increase in the irrigable area of the various States. It is evident
to every engineer that water storage is mot always directly connected
with an irrigation project but vital to expansion of irrigation. This
emphasis and this direction of Federal activities to water storage rather
than land development has also an incidental importance to flood con-
trol and navigation.

It is not suoggested that the Stateg should take over the adminis-
tration of the established projects but that the system should be set
up for future undertakings. It it were instituted it would, of course,
be necessary to set up some safeguards to cover interstate projects,
No doubt each new project as at present ghould be specifically author-
ized by Congress.

It must be understood that these suggestions are only tentative; that
they have no application to dealing with power questions except that
which Is Incidental to storage of water for irrigation or its further
incidental uge in navigation and flood eontrol. Moreover the question
of the advisability or inadvisability of opening new arcas of land for
cultivation in the face of present obvious surplus of farm products
does not arise becanse the activities outlined herein will only affect
farm production 10 or 20 years hence by which time we shall probably
need more agricultural land.

MINERAL RESOURCES

The policies to be pursmed in development and conservation of .
mineral resources of the public domain present many problems. They
are problems of a national as well as a local character, I know that
the Western ag well as the Eastern States agree that abuse of permits
for mineral development or unnecessary production and waste in our
national resources of minerals is a matter of deepest concern and must
be vigorously prevented.

Because of such nbuse and waste T recently Instituted measures to
suspend further issue of ofl prospecting permits on public lands and
to clean up the misuse of outstanding permits, and thereby to clear
the way for constructive conservation. It may interest the governors
to know that when this decision was taken on the 12th of March there
were prospecting permits in force covering over 40,000,000 acres of
the public domain. We have now determined that over 40 per cent of
these holders had not complied with the requirements of the law, that
the large portion of these licenses were being used for the purpose of
preventing others from engaging in honest development and some even
as 8 basis of “blue sgky” promotions. After ylelding to the claim-
ants, the widest latitude to show any genuine effort at development
under the outstanding prospecting permits, the total will probably be
reduced to about 10,000,000 acres, upon which genuine development
is now In progress. The public domain is, therefore, being rapidly
cleared of this abuse., The position is already restored to a point
where measures can be discussed which will further effectunally con-
serve the national resources, and at the same time take account of
any necessity for local supplies.

GENERAL

These suggestions are, of course, tentative pending investigation of
the full facts, but generally I may state that it is my desire to work
out more constructive policles for comservation in our grazing lands,
our water storage, and our mineral resources, at the same time check
the growth of Federal bureaucracy, reduce Federal interference in
alfairs of essentially loecal interest and thereby inerease the oppor-
tunity of the States to govern themselves, and in all obtain better
Government,

Yours faithfully.
HezperT HOOVER,
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I am not so optimistic as to belleve that out of this conference will
come the final seclution of all the problems of the West, but I do
believe that yon can here plant a real milestone in the history of its
development,

Let us analyze the proposals of the President and see what may evolve
from their enactment into statutory law.

First, his proposal as to the disposition of the surface title of the
remaining public lands.

On June 30, 1929, there remained of the public domain, in the 11
mujor public-land States, exclusive of a much smaller acreage in North
and South Dakota, Alabama, Arkansas, and Minnesota, and exclusive
of national forests, Indian reservations, national parks, stock driveways,
water holes, ete, as follows: Arizona, 16,911,367 acres; California,
20,200,421 acres; Colorado, 8,218,875 acres; Idaho, 10,734,420 acres;
Montana, 6,900,144 acres; Nevada, 53,410,938 acres; New Mexico, 18,-
282,582 acres: Oregon, 13,227,141 acres; Utah, 25,147,867 acres; Wash-
ington, 951,903 acres; Wyoming, 17,035,537 acres.

These 11 States have heretofore (exclusive of their grants for their
various educational and other State institutions) beenm granted by the
Federal Government for their public-land funds—in some States two
sections out of each township, and in Utab, New Mexico, and Arizona,
four sections in each township—the following total acreage of the
public domain Iying within their respective limits:

Acres
Arizona 8, 093, 156
California b, 534, 203
Colorado. 3, 685, 618
Idabo 2, 963, 698
Montana 5, 198,258
Nevada__ 2, 061, 967
New Mexico._- 4, 355, 662
Oregon 3, 309, 360
Utah 5, 844, 190
Wa uhinz‘h‘n 2, 376, 391
Wyoming 3, 470, 009

From these Federal land grants alone the States of the West have
built up their present public-school funds, which, year by year, are
steadily growing in magnitude and from which is annually distributed
millions of income to the school children of our respective States.

Taking my own State as a yardstick, in order to visualize the actual
result of the surrender value of the remaining public lands within her
borders, and we find that the total area of school sections granted
under her enabling act to have been, In round numbers, 5,000,000 acres.
The present proposal gives Montapa, in round numbers, 7,000,000 acres
additional.

Naturally the remaining 7,000,000 acreg are not the equivalent, acre
for acre, of the school lands embraced within the original grant, and
gtill my judgment is that the granting of the remaining 7,000,000 acres
will almost double the income of the permanent school fund of Montana
and to that extent lift the burden of local gchool taxation from the
homes and farms and business interests of our State,

Take Idaho, under her original public-school land grant she received
approximately 3,000,000 acres; under the President's proposal she will
receive in excess of 10,000,000 acres additional—more than three times
the original grant,

Here, again, you will find that, acre for acre, it is not of the same
intrinsic value. No doubt in Idaho the enterprising State land agents
and early settlers and the large cattle and sheep outfits made their
entries alongside the streams and water holes, so that in many places
water for the remaining lands is now at a premium and not immediately
available for the larger use of the millions of acres of grazing lands
now held by the Federal Government.

But my judgment is that we have not as yet half developed the
future and potential water supply on these vast areas of grazing lands.

The sinking of wells a few hondred feet at almost any place in the
two States just named will develop abundant water for stock raising
and domestic use if the proper rewards were offered through homnestly
administered, long-term leases by the States.

At the present time these millions of acres of the public domain
bring to the Federal Government from the surface rights not one dollar
of revenue.

Since the enactment of the free homestead law in 1862, under the
administration of Lincoln, the Federal Government has never attempfed
to coin revenue from the disposal of the publi¢ lands, except from the
royalties imposed upon oil and coal, which are immediately turned back
into the reclamation fund for the development of the arid lands in the
West,

From time to time there have been proposals for the leasing of the
remaining grazing lands by the Federal Government, but I have mever
vet seen one that was not most cumbersome in its proposed operation,
and, worst of all, inevitably lodges bureau control at Washington In the
administration of the lands here in the West,

That is what the President now proposes to abolish, by giving to the
States themselves the ownership and right of control. The individual
States have the machinery already set up for doing this very work
through their eficient State land boards already funetioning in the
administration of the present State-owned school lands,

-
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There is another and even bigger matter involved in the President’s
proposal: Any man who is intimately acquainted with the present
physical condition of our Federal-owned grazing lands well knows that
they have been pastured down to the grass roots. We know that they
are not now producing one-fifth of the natural forage that they would
produce if intelligent use were applied.

The old days of the luxuriant bunch grass has disappeared under the
present ruinous practice of indiscriminate grazing, without any restric-
tion whatever,

Intelligent use of our western grazing lands would -easily trebla
their carrying power in the matter of production of cattle, sheep, and
wool.

There is another matter involved, that to the far-seeing man may even
assume bigger proportions than the immediate one of the increased
carrying capacity of our ranges, and that is the very serious impalr-
ment of our watersheds from overgrazing, which has already resulted
in a muech lower carrying capacity for the annual snow and rainfall,
with the resultant quick run-off in the spring and disastrous floods that
inevitably follow.

The people of the Hast can make no better future investment than
that of granting to the people of the West the remaining public lands,
if we can assure them, in turn, that our administration of the trust
involved will result in better protection of the watersheds through a
better use and rehabilitation of the natural soil covering and through a
continually expanding program of impounding at the head of our rivers,
by dams and reservoirs, constructed primarily for irrigation, the flood
waters that now pour down each spring in disastrous floods to the
lewer reaches of our great rivers.

THE RECLAMATION PROGRAM

In his letier the President calls to your attention his proposal to
make the present reclamation act more flexible and of far greater con-
sequential value to the West,

We of the West counted its enactment as another milestone in the
development of the national beritage. To the man of limited vision
it might seem to have been wrought out for the benefit of the semiarid
States alone,

That was the narrower viewpoint that had to be combatted at Wash-
ington when President Roosevelt led the fight for its enactment in 1902,
The actual experience of 27 years has abundantly justified the wisdom
of the plan not only for western development but also the aceruing eco-
nomic benefits that hayve been widespread throughont the Nation in the
greater demand for eastern-made goods from every reclaimed farm in
the West,

About $182,000,000 has now been expended in the construction of
Federal reclamation projeets, of which amount approximately $15,000,-
000 has been charged off, owing to unforeseen physical conditions, and
approximately $13,000,000 bave also been placed in ** suspense.”

Repayments by settlers on the various projects mow amount to ap-
proximately $36,000,000. The commitments for projects now under
construction or autherized will approximate about $32,000,000.

Under the reclamation act all moneys arising from the public lands
go into the reclamation fund. Congress has made no direct appropria-
tion for the construction of these vast works.

Last year approximately $7,000,000 came into the reclamation fund,
nearly all of it from ofil and coal royalties and repayments from projects
now completed.

We of the West know that the major problems affecting new irriga-
tion projects arise from the difficulties involved in the settlement of the
raw lands,

It has not been an easy matter for the settler on irrigated lands,
whether Federal or privately developed, to forge his way to a fairly
prosperous condition, invelving, as it must do, a heavy investment in
land leveling, construction of buildings, and in machinery and livestock.

Ag a whole, the Federal reclamation projects, providing for long-
term repayments without interest, have been far more successful than
those constructed with private eapital, iovolving the heavy interest
charges on the bonds. .

It is common knowledge to us from the irrigation States that many
of these privately consiructed projecis are nmow in a bad way and
that many meritorious projects of this type are threatened with disaster
because of their inability to refinance themselves.

In the President’s proposal he points out that in these meritorious
cases the reclamation act might well be given more flexibility, so as to
take ecare of this type of privately constructed project, where the
settler is already upon the land, by long-time loans advanced from the
reclamation fund, with a low interest rate. To me there is no more
practieal way of extending intelligent help to agriculture at this time,

He also proposes that if the individual States will take over the job
of administering the work of reclamafion that the Federal Government,
in its future commitments from the reclamation fund; advance the
money necessary for the construction of the dams and reservoirs, with- '
out repayment from the States; the individual States in turn to have
supervisory coutrol of the digging of the main canals and laterals.
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This plan would very materially reduce the acre cost of future
reclamation to the point where successful land settlement would be
‘assured.

I judge that the President, in recommending this joint plan, believes
‘that the Nation itself is fully justified in making this contribution
of the dams and reservoirs, both for irrigation and an offset against the
lessened danger from floods and as a more comprehensive plan of na-
tional flood control.

As to the general plans above outlined, my guess would be that most
of you are in agreement up to this point, but that in some of your
minds the question has arisen, What about the mineral subsurface rights?
Why should they not also be turmed over as a gift to the public-land
States?

As a man of the West, whose past life has been lived in and whose
personal interests and future hopes are wholly wrapped up in its de-
velopment, I will give you the reason why that very thing is neither
desirable nor to be hoped for at this time.

In the first place, there is mo public-land State that has the equip-
ment absolutely necessary for scientifically handling the vast mineral
resources underlying the public lands. The Federal Government is
gpending, and for years bas been spending, more than a million dollars
per year in the maintenance of its Geological Survey. Here we have
a force of about 500 highly trained men at work in making most com-
prebensive surveys and studies of our coal, oil, phosphates, potash,
metalliferous ores, topographical surveys, stream gaging, underground
water supply, and their related subjects,

This work is particularly a National and not a State affair. The
individual States at this time are not financially able, nor are they
equipped in even the most meager way, to undertake or carry on this
work.

From both the National and the State viewpoint it would be a dis-
aster to attempt to reverse thls procedure.

In the second place the individual States would reap no actual benefit
by a surrender of this Federal right to the States, as the individual
public-land States are now receiving through the reclamation act every
dollar of revenue that comes from mineral royalties, except a meager
10 per cent of the receipts which the Federal Government retains for
its supervisory control and administration of the underground mineral
wealth.

Surely the States could not hope to carry on this work of exploration
and administration so cheaply or with such efficiency.

Only recently I heard the comment that turning over the gurface
title to the public lands, without the accompanying mineral title, was
like presenting the egg shell without the meat.

Certainly no man from the West, who has a comprehensive knowledge
of the facts involved, will give patient ear to such loose and foolish
conversation.

There is also another gide to that question that we might as well
face first as last. All this proposed plan for turning over the public
lands and making more flexible the present reclamation act involve
favorable congressional action.

I believe that under the kindly and intelligent leadership of the Presi-
dent, these two things are possible; and that the Congress will follow
his leadership in bringing it to a successful conclusion.

But a proposal to Congress to turn over the coal, oil, potash, phos-
phates, and metalliferous ores to the several Btates, with our minimum
of representation in the House and Senate, would be hopelessly impos-
gible from its inception.

The same is true of the national forests. In the administration of
the pational forests, the Federal Government is spending each year far
more than it receives from the sale of timber and the grazing receipts.

To begin with, 25 per cent of all forest receipts are immediately
returned to the States in which the forests lie.

The next time any man proposes that the individual States take over
the national forests, I wish you would keep in mind the following facts
and figures:

For the fiscal year ended June 30, 1925, the Federal Government
expended for the administration of the national forests, for the purchase
of additional lands, and for the building of permanent roads and trails
therein, the sum of $23,758,375, of which total $10,477,664 was expended
for road construction work alone. The receipts from the national
forests that year from timber sales and grazing fees totaled $5,000,137.

For 1926 the Government expended on its national forests $22,729.-
843, of which $12,989,605 was expended for roads and trails and
$1,146,487 for additions to the forests. During the year 1926 the total
recelpts from the national forests were $5,155,661.

For the year 1927 the total expenditure by the Federal Government
for the national forests was $23,5612,220, of which $10,5632 407 was for
the construction of permanent roads.and trails and $1,063,930 for the
acquisition of additional forest lands, For the year 1927 the Federal
Government's total receipts from grazing fees and timber sales were
$3,166,605.

For the year 1028 the total expenditure by the Federal Government
for the national forests was $22 857,454, of which $9,626,805 was for
the construction of permanent roads and trails and §$2,009,122 for the
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purchase of additional Iands. The total receipts for the year 1928 were
$5,441,434,

For the four-year period from 1925 to 1928 the Federal Government
expended on its national forests a sum total of $92,608,502, and for the
saime period received in return $20,763,837, 25 per cent of which—
$5,190,960—was returned to the States.

A study of the receipts and expenditures by the Federal Government
in the conservation of the national forests surely will not leave any
enthusiasm in the minds of those who have been clamoring for the Fed-|
eral Government to surrender the national forests to the individual
States.

I have a very distinet recollection of the agitation that spread
through the West 25 years ago, when President Roosevelt led the eru-
sade for the preservation of the remaining national forests of the West.
1 recall how bitterly he was assailed at the time by the ery of those who
said that he was “robbing the West of its heritage.” The experience
of the past quarter of a century now shows that, as a matter of fact,
he was literally saving us from ourselves, by putting a check on the
indiscriminate, immediate destruction of the forest lands of the Moun-
tain States.

Only a few weeks ago I eaw the same clamor arise in some portions
of the West when President Hoover declared his present policy of con-
serving in an orderly manner the ofl reserves of the West that happen
to lie within Government-owned lands,

All of us present here to-day will, in the coming years, pay grateful
recognition to the act of President Hoover in trying to lessen the present
wastefulness in the overproduction of our great natural resources of
oil, so that it may be developed in an orderly, economical way.

From all the royalties paid the Federal Government on oil, coal, and
timber sales from public lands outside the national forests there is
immediately returned to the individual States 8714 per cent for our
roads and schools, 10 per cent for administration, the remaining 5214
per cent being paid into the reclamation fund.

When we talk about taking over the mineral wealth for the publie-
land States we automatically close down all further aid for reclamation,

We can not eat our pie and keep it, too.

In our enthusiastic support of a program that we ourselves favor we
are sometimes prone to overlook an inventory of the cold facts.

The public domain was acquired by gifts from some of the older
States, by purchase from foreign governments, and as indemnity from
Mexico as a result of the war of 1845-1847. No public-land State has
ever added one single acre to our flag,

The mineral weaith underlying our publie lands does not belong to the
public-land States and never did.

Neither should we forget that the Congtitution reposes In the Con-
gress the exclusive authority to dispose of the public lands and to
adopt the rules and regulations regarding thelir disposal,

The President ean only recommend to Congress such action as he
deems wise and beneficial to the Nation as a whole, of which we of
the West are an integral part.

Our only hope for bringing about the desired change in present con-
ditions, that we belleve is fraught with such blg possibilities for the
development of the West, is through orderly procedure and the presenta-
tion of our case in a way that will appeal to the far-seeing Congressmen
and Senators from the Eastern States.

In order to bring this about the President now proposes to name a
commission of 9 or 10 men, § of whom shall be from the public-land
States of the West, to study this matter and then to make report to
him of the result of their findings. Backed up by a favoruble recom-
mendation of this kind he is of the opinlon that the Congress will
favorably respond by the enactment of legislation that will bring to
early fruition the program outlined in his letter to you.

As members of this commission he carnestly desires that the five
western memberg ghall include some of our biggest and best men, who
are thoroughly conversant with the problem involved.

In his letter he asks that each governor submit to him two or three
names from his State to help guide him in making up the list from the
West.

We can accomplish nothing without mutual cooperation and leader-
ghip, I have faith to believe that out of this conference will come great
good and bigger things for the future development of the great Republie
to which we all hold allegiance, and especially to that portion which we
affectionately call “the West,” with its great mountain ranges, valleys
and plairs, frrigated lands, undeveloped water powers, and mineral
wealth,

In his letter to you the President has outlined his plan for turning
over to you a great heritage. He has also pointed the way whereby the
irrigation States of the West can develop their now arid lands, under
their own control, to full fruition.

He has proposed a method of now cutting the Gordian knot that will
free you from bureaucratic eontrol at Washington, of which we have
complained in the past.

May not we of the West, under the leadership here assembled, now
‘confront an opportunity that if taken at its flood tide will surely lead
on to bigger and better things in the years just ahead of us?
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May not the President’s proposals, if now met in a reciprocal spirit,
easily assume the magnitude of a Magna Charta in the future develop-
ment of the West?

REFERENCE OF EXECUTIVE MESSAGES

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair refers to the appro-
priate committees sundry Executive messages received from the
President of the United States,

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. WATSON submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
115), which was referred to the Committee on Rules:

Resolved, That Rule XXXIII of the Standing Rules of the Benate,
relating to the privilege of the floor, be, and the same I8 hereby, amended
by adding at the end thereof the following paragraph:

“ Duly accredited representatives of the Associated Press, the United
Press, the International News Service, and the Universal Service.”

DEATH OF REFRESENTATIVE KVALE

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, it is with deepest sorrow and
regref that I have to announce the death of my friend and
former colleague of the House, O. J. KvaLe. He represented
the seventh congressional district of our State for four terms.
Previous to his coming to Congress he was a Lutheran minister
of high standing in our State, a great student and an eloquent
.speaker. He came to Congress as a Progressive Independent in
1922 defeating his Republican opponent by 14,000. His ever-
increasing majorities over his opponents for the mext three
terms demonstrates the high esteem in which he was held by his
constituency. He was elected to the Seventy-first Congress by a
majority of better than 28,000, On the floor of the House and in
committee his eloquence, studious ability, and zealousness in
behalf of agriculture has made him one of the ablest legislators
in his fight to give agriculture an equality basis with industry.
He had no peer in the House as champion of the common folks.
The common people of Minnesota and the United States have
lost through his premature death an able advocate of their
rights and special interests have been relieved of an unrelenting
foe.

I send to the desk the usual resolutions and move their adop-
tion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resclutions will be read.

The resolutions (8. Res. 116) were read, considered by unani-
mous consent, and unanimounsly agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the SBenate has heard with deep regret of the announce-
ment of the death of 0. J. KvaLg, late a Representative from the Btate
of Minnesota.

Resolved, That a committee of six Senators be appointed by the Vice
President to attend the funeral of Mr, EVALE.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family of
the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the
late 0. J. KvaLg that the Senate do now stand in recess until Friday,
Beptember 13, at 12 o'clock noon.

RECESS

Pursnant to the last resclution, the Senate thereupon (at &
o'clock and 15 minutes p, m.) took a recess until to-morrow,
Friday, September 13, 1929, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the Senate September 12
(legisiative day of September 9), 1929

APPOINTMENTS IN THE.ARMY

To be assistant to the Quartermaster General, with the rank of
brigadier general, for a period of four years from date of
acceptance, with rank from August 81, 1929
Col, Louis Hermann Bash, Quartermaster Corps, vice Brig.

Gen. Winthrop 8. Wood, assistant to the Quartermaster Gen-

eral, retired from active service August 30, 1929,

To be assistants to the Surgeon General, with the rank of briga-
dier general, for a period of four years from dates of accep-
tance

Col. Henry Clay Fisher, Medical Corps, with rank from Octo-
ber 11, 1929, vice Brig. Gen. Frank R. Keefer, assistant to the
Su;‘geon General, who retires from active service October 10,
1929.

Col. Carl Royer Darnall, Medical Corps, with rank from De-
cember 5, 1929, vice Brig. Gen. James M. Kennedy, assistant to
the Surgeon General, who retires from active service December
4, 1929, j
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PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY

To be colonel

Lieut. Col. Edmond Ross Tompkins, Quartermaster Co
from September 8, 1929, 5

To be lieutenant colonel
Maj. John Pearson Bubb, Infantry, from September 8, 1929
To be major
Capt. James Vernon Ware, Infantry, from September 8, 1929
DENTAL CORPS
To be majors
i 9%lpl:. Thomas Minyard Page, Dental Corps, from September 9,

locégéé James Boyle Harrington, Dental Corps, from September
, 1929,
Capt. Earle Robbins, Dental Corps, from September 10, 1929,

SENATE
Froay, September 13, 1929
(Legislative day of Monday, September 9, 1929)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

FUNERAL OF THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE KVALE

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the resolution (S. Res. 116)
adopted yesterday, providing for the appointment of a com-
mittee to attend the funeral of the late Representative Kvarr,
the Chair appoints the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
SHrrstEAD], the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. ScHALL],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr, Nomsrck], the Senator
from Towa [Mr. BrookHART], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Braine], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsmpursT], and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GrorcE].

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Frazier u}g Shortridze
Ashurst rge La Follette Simmons
Barkley Gillett MeKellar Smoot
Bingham Glass McMaster Steck

lack Goft MeNary Steiwer
Blaine Gould Metealf Swanson
Blease Greene Moses Thomas, Idaho
Borah Hale Norris Thomas, Okla.
Brock Harris Nye Trammell
Brookhart Harrison Oddie Tydings
Broussard Hastings Overman Vandenberg
Capper Hatfield Patterson Wagner
Connally Hawes Pine Walecott
Couzens Hayden Pittman Walsh, Masg,
Deneen Hetflin Reed Walsh, Mont,
Dill Howel! Robinson, Ark. Warren
Edge Jones Backett Waterman
Fess Kean Schall Watson
Fletcher Keyes Sheppard

Mr. FESS, 1 desire to announce that my colleague [Mr. Bug-
ToN] is still detained from the Senate by illness, I ask that
this announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. WATSON. I desire to announce that my colleague the
Jjunior Senator from Indiana [Mr. RosiNson] is out of the city
on important business.

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague [Mr. SuipsTEAD] i3 ill. I ask
that this statement may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-five Senators have an-
swered to their names.. A quorum is present.

COMPILATIONS OF THE TARIFF COMMISSION (8. DOC. NO. 24)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the secretary of the United States Tariff Commission,
transmitting certain material prepared by that commission in
connection with the pending tariff legislation, as follows: (1)
Memoranda regarding tariff increases in foreign countries (this
covers a list of specified countries); (2) method of valuation
for ad valorem duties (this covers a large number of countries
in all sections of the world) ; and (3) duties levied in foreign
countries on agricultural commodities from the United States
(this covers a list of specified articles exported from the United
States) ; which, with the accompanying data, was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.
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